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CHAPTER     VII. 

CRITICAL  REVIEW  OFTHE  ANCIENT  VERS 

'     THE    NEW    TESTAMENT. 

SECT.     I. 

Of  the  Ancient  Verjions^  cmjidered  as  evidence  for  the  ge^ 
nuine  readings  of  the  New  Tejiament. 

HAVING  inquired  into  the  origin  of  the  various 
readings,  and  their  internal  nvarks  of  probability, 
I  have  now  to  examine  the  external  evidence,  that  may 
be  adduced  in  their  favour,  which  confifts  either  in  an* 
cient  verfions,  ancient  manufcripts,  or  quotations  from 
the  New  Teftament,  in  the  works  of  ecclefiaftical  writers '. 
As  a  knowledge  of  the  ancient  verfions  is  requifite,  be- 
fore  a  proper  judgement  can  be  formed  of  the  value  of 
the  Greek  manufcripts,  many  of  the  latter  having  been 
fufpeded,  though  I  believe  unjuftly,  of  being  interpo- 
lated from  the  former,  our  firft  attention  mufl  be  di- 
rcfted  to  the  different  tranilations  that  were  made  from 
the  Greek  Teflament  in  the  early  ages  of  Chriflianity* 
A  critical  inquiry  therefore  into  thefe  trapilations  (hall 
VouII.  A  form 


2  Ancient  Ferjtons  of  the  N.  T.         cfiAP«  vit, 

form  the  fubjeft  of  the  prefent  chapter ;  but  I  will  pre- 
mife  fome  general  obfervations  on  ,the  nature  of  their 
evidence,  in  regard  to  the  various  readings  of  the  New 
Teftament. 

In  cafes  where  the  fenfe  is  not  afFefted  by  different 
readings,  or  the  tranflator  might  have  taken  them  for 
fynonimous,  the  evidence  of  the  Greek  manufcripts  is 
to  be  preferred  to  that  of  an  ancient  verfion.  The  fame 
preference  is  due  to  the  manufcripts,  wherever  the  tranf- 
lator has  omitted  words,  that  appeared  of  little  import- 
ance, or  a  paifage  in  the  Greek  original  is  attended  with  a 
difficulty,  which  the  tranflator  was  unable  to  folve,  and 
therefore  either  omitted  or  altered,  according  to  the  ar- 
bitrary diftates  of  his  own  judgement. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  arc  cafes,  in  which  the  an- 
cient verfions  are  of  more  authority,  than  the  original 
itfelf.  The  greateft  part  of  thofe,  wliich  will  be  exa- 
mined in  this  'chaptet,  furpafs  in  antiquity  the  oldeft 
Greek  manufcripts  that  are  now  extant;  and  they  lead  to 
a  difcovery  of  the  readings  in  the  very  ancient  manu- 
fcript,  that  was  ufed  by  the  tranflator.  By  their  means, 
rather  than  from  the  aid  of  our  Greek  manufcripts,  none 
of  which  is  prior  to  the  fixth  century,  we  arrive  at  the 
certain  knowledge  that  the  facred  writings  have  been 
tranfmitted  from  the  earlieft  to  the  prefent  age  without 
materal  alteration ;  and  that  our  prefent  text,  if  we  ex- 
cept the  paflages,  that  are  rendered  doubtful  by  ah  op- 
-pofition  in  the  readings,  is  the  fame  which  proceeded 
irom  the  hands  of  the  Apoftles.  Whenever  the  reading 
can  be  precifely  determined,  whidh  the  tranflator  found 
in  his  Greek  manufcript,  the  verfionis  of  equal  autho- 
rity with  a  manufcript  of  that  period  ;  but  as  it  is  fome- 
times  difficult  to  acquire  this  abfolute  certainty,  great 
jtaution  is  neceflary  in  collefting  readings  from  the  an- 
cient verfions.  Of  the  caufes  which  create  this  diffi- 
culty, the  reader  will,  find  a  full  account  in  my  father's 
Tiaftatio  critica  de  variis  N^T,  ledionibus,  §  37 — ^48. 

Tfaofe  verfions,  in  which  the  Greek  is  rendered  word 
or  word,  and  the  idioms  of  the  original,  though  harfli 

.       and 


. 
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and  often  unmeaning  in  another  language,  are  ftill  re- 
tained in  the  tranflatioh,  are  of  more  value  in  point  of 
criticifm  than  thofe  which  exprefs  the  fenfe  of  tbe  ori- 
ginal in  a  manner  more  fuitable  to  the  language  of  the 
tranflaton  The  value  of  the  latter,  as  far  as  regards  their 
critical  application,  decreafes  in  proportion  as  the  tranf- 
lator  attends  to  purity  and  elegance,  and  of  courfe  de- 
viates from  his  original ;  but  their  worth  is  greater  in  all 
other  refpefts,  as  they  are  not  only  read  with  greater  plea- 
fure,  but  underftood  in  general  with  greater  eafe,  -  By 
means  of  the  former  we  difcover  the  words  of  the  original, 
and  even  their  arrangement  >  but  the  latter  are  of  no  ufe 
in  deciding  on  the  authenticityof  a  reading,  if  the  various 
readings  of  the  paflage  in  queftion  make  no  alteration  in 
the  fenfc-  No  tranflation  is  more  literal  than  the  New 
S)Tiac,  and  none  therefore  leads  to  a  more  immediate 
difcovery  of  the  text  in  the  ancient  manufcript,  from 
which  the  verfion  was  taken  ;  but,  fetting  this  advantage 
afide,  the  Old  Syriac  is  of  niuch  greater  value  than 
the  New,, 

The  Latin  tranflations  of  the  Oriental  verfions,  which 
are  printed  in  the  Polyglot  Bibles,  are  wretched  in  an 
higher  degree  than  can  be  imagined* ;  and  whoever  re- 
lies on  their  authority  in  fupport  of  areatiing,  like  Mill 
and  Wetftein,  will  inevitably. fall  into  error.  Another 
circumftance  to  which  attention  mull  be  given  is,  that 
fome  of  the  ancient  verfions  have  in  many  places  fuf- 
fered  alterations  j  and  great  care  muft  be  taken  to  diftin- 
guifli  the  modern  amendments  from  the  genuine  text  of 
the  ancient  translator.  LalUy,  thofe  tranflations,  which 
were  not  immediately  taken  from  the  Greek,  are  of  no 
authority  in  determining  thegenuinetextof  the  original, 
but  only  of  that  verfion  from  which  they  were  taken. 
Forinftance,  all  the  Spanilh,  French,  and  German  tranfr 
lations  of  the  New  Teftamcnt,  made  before  the  fi>;- 
teenth  century,  were  taken  immediately  from  the  Latiq, 
and  therefore  even  in  thofe  examples  where  they  are 
unanimous  in  a  reading,  their  united  voices  are  of  no 
more  authority  than  that  of  the  Latin  veriion  alone. 

A  2  ,  As 


4.  Ancient  Verfifms  of  the  N.  T,        chap.  yii» 

As  it  is  not  my  intention  to  write  a  general  hiftory  of 
the  verfions  of  the  New  Teftament ',  I  (hall  confine  my 
inquiries  to  thofe  which  admit  a  critical  application: 
thefe  are  the  Syriac,  Coptic,  Arabic,  iEthiopic,  Arme- 
nian, Ferfian,  Latini  Gojthic,  Anglo*faxon,  and  Ruffian* 


SECT.    ir. 

0/  the  different  editions  of  the  Syriac,verfton. 

^Tp  H  E  beft  accounts,  which  we  formerly  had  of  tht 
-^    Syriac  verfion,  were  in  Simon's  Hiftoire  critique 
des  verfions  du  Nouve^u  Teftament',  but  as  moft  other 
writers  on  this  fubjeft  have  betrayed  a  want  of  know- 
ledge, the  reader  will  excufe  the  prolixity,  which  is  un- 
avoidable on  the  prefent  occafion ;  and  I  hope  the  more 
to  i)e  favoured  with  this  indulgence,  as  a  minute  inquiry 
into  the  Syriac  verfion,  fince  the  firft  publication  of  this 
work,  has  enabled  me  to  communicate  a  great  variety  of 
information,  in  regard  to  a  queftion  that  has  not  been 
ftifficiently  examined.     I  publifhed  in  the  year  1755  ^ 
book  entitled  Curce  in  verfionem  Syriacam  adtuum  apof- 
tolicorum,  cum  confeftariis  criticis  de  indole,  cognatio- 
nibus,  et  ufu  Verfionis  Syriacse  tabularum  Novi  Foede- 
ris, to  wiiich  I  (hall  frequently  refer  in  the  courfe  of  the 
prefent  chapter^  though  thirty  years  ftudy  and  experience 
fince  that  period  have  induced  me  in  fome  points  to 
change  my  opinion.    Being  unwilling  to  tranfcribe  froni 
a  work  that  is  eafily  procured,  I  prefuppofe  it  in  the 
hands  of  my  readers,  as  it  will  greatly  facilitate  a  right 
imderftanding  of  the  following  remarks.     Of  the  various 
editions  of  the  Syriac  New  Teftament,  cfpecially  that  of 
Widmanftad,  a  circumftantial  account  may  be.  feeh  in. 
the  fccond  volume  of  Hlrt'sOrientalifchc;  fiibliothek  * ;  a 
book  to  which  I  acknowledge  my  obligations  for  the 
correftion  of  feveral  errors  in  the  two  firft  editions  of 
this  Introdu<ftion,  occafioned  by  the  misfortune  of  being 
unable  to  procure  the  different  editions  of  the  Syriac 

verfion, 

•  Ch.  13,  i4»  y-r 
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verfion,  and  being  obliged  therefore  to  rely  on  accounts, 
which  I  have  fince  found  to  be  erroneous. 

The  old  Syriac  verfion,  which  muft  be  carefully  dif- 
tinguiftied  from  thofe  made  in  a  later  period,  contains 
only  the  four  Gofpels,  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  the  epif- 
tles  of  St.  Paul  including  that  to  the  Hebrews,  the  firft 
epifhle  of  St.  John,  the  firft  epiftle  of  St.  Peter,  and  the 
epiftle  of  St.  James.  It  is  called  by  the  Syrians  Pelhito, 
that  isj  the  literal,  though  in  fadt  it  is  much  lefs  fo  than 
the  new  Syriac  verfion,  which  will  be  defcribed  in  a  fol- 
lowing fefltion*.  It  has  neither  the  ftory  of  the  adul- 
terefs  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John's  Gofpel,  nor 
the  celebrated  paffage  i  John  v.  7.  on  which  the  reader 
may  confult  Alftmani  Bibliotheca  orientalis,  Tom.  II. 
p.  2  79.  This  verfion,  which  is  that  of  our  common  edi- 
tions, is  in  general  ufe  among  the  Syrian  Chriftians  of 
every  denomination,  whether  Neftorians,  Jacobites,  or 
Maronites\ 

The  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  though  contained  in  all 

the  copies  of  the  Peftiito,  feems  not  to  have  beeatranf- 

lated  by  the  fajne  perfon  who  tranilated  the  other  books 

of  the  New  Teftament.     It  is  true  that  the  latiguage  is 

equally  pure,  and  the  verfion  made  with  equal  fluency 

and  eafe ;  yet  there  is  a  manifeft  difference  in  the  modes 

of  expreflion,  a  circumftance  to  which  my  attention  was 

firft  direded  by  my  late  fether,  when  he  inftrudted  me 

in  Syriac,  and  which  induced  him  to  afcribe  the  verfion 

of  this  epiftle  to  a  different  tranflator.     In  the  other 

books  of  the  New  Teftament  Jjoo  is  ufed  to  fi^nify  a 

Prieft,  and  jjoio  o;  a  High  Prieft ;  but  in  the  epiftle'  to 

the  Hebrews,  inftead  of  thefc  words,  we  find  conftantly 

Ipt^QD,  and  j^^oa  o;,  whence  j^o*:^oq3  is  ufed  for  Prieft- 

iiood,  a  difference  which'  is  the  mpre  ftriking,  becaufe 

the  tranflator  of  the  other  books  has  never  taken  |*:cqq 

but  in  the  {cn(Q  of  an  Heathen  Prieft  ^     This  difference 

is  retained  even  in  the  Erpenjan  Arabic  tranflatioh  of 

the 

^  See  Simon  HiU.  criticjue  des  Ver£  du  N.  T,  p.  159.  and  Wallpni 
Prolcgom.  XIII.  §  i8. 

'  Sec  A^8  xiv,  it» 
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the  Syriac  verfion,  the  Ar^.bic  tranilator  having  iifed  in 
the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  a  ditFerent  expreffion,  which 
is  found  in  that  fcnfe  in  no  Arabic  Lexicon,  namely, 

X^,  /^'  ir^?/; '  /}^^  ^^,  firt^  ^  After  long  wa- 
vering on  this  fubjedl,  and  being  inclined  either  to  the 
affirmative  or  the  negative,  as  new  obfervations  occurred, 
my  doubts  have  been  very  lately  removed  by  adifcovery, 
which  has  confirmed  me  in  the  opinion  of  my  father.  It 
relates  to  Heb.  iii.  7.  khd  iv.  7.  in  which  paffages  a  quo- 
tation is  made  from  Pfalm  xcv.  7.  VCtt'n  )b)p2  DJ^,  where 
the  prefix  n,  which  is  not  rendered  in  the  Septuagint, 
gives  the  Hebrew  a  fenfe  different  from  that  of  the 
Greek  ** :  yet  the  Syriac  tranflator  has  precifely  expreffed 
what  is  found  in  the  Hebrew,  namely  ,'^^2jiZ  oi,\oq  J. 
I  immediately  referred  to  the  Syriac  verfion  of  the  PfaJms, 
andfound  the  very  fame  words,  which  are  uffd  by  the  tranf- 
lator of  this  epiftle  -,  whence  it  is  natural  to  fuppofe  that 
he  copied  the  quotation  from  the  Syriac  Pfalms,  and  this 
fuppofition  is  rendered  more  probable  by  the  clrcum-' 
ftance,  that,  when  no  allufion  is  made  to  this  Pfalm,  as 
Heb,  iii.  15.  where  the  author  himfelf  fpeaks,  the  tranf- 
lator has  ^5^icAZ  ctI^d  Zfo  J.  I  then  compared  Heb.  iii, 
7 — II.  with  Pfalm  xcv.  7 — 11.  and  found  that  thefe 
two  whole  paffages  agreed  word  for  word  in  the  Syriac 
Pfalms  and  verfion  of  this  epiftle,  with  this  only  excep-. 
tion,  that  the  tranflator  of  this  epiftle  has  inferted  in  the 
tenth  verfe  |joi  v^ic,  becaufe  jio  was  ufed  in  the  Greek, 
which  he  thought  improper  to  omit.  Another  extraor- 
dinary circumftance  is,  that  throughout  the  whole  epif- 
tle where  xarcc  ra^ip  UtX^iinSkK  ftands  in  the  Greek,  we 
fjnd  in  the  Syriac  tranflation  coju^i^ic?  (/jq1?,jd,  i.  e.  ^  in 
the  likenefs  of  Melchifedek*/  exaftly  in  the  fame  man- 
ner as  in  the  Syriac  Pfalm  ex.  4.  and  where  this  vetfe  is 
quoted  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  namely  ch.  vii.  21. 
inftead  of  «  ^fTatju^/.ii8»i(r£T»<,  a  verb  is  ufed  in  the  Syriac 

verlior\ 

*  S^  note  76  to  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews.  + 

e  It  may  be  alfo  obfervcd,  that  Melchifedek,  had  it  been  taken  fro^l 
the  Greek,  wpuld  have  been  pi*obably  written  not  with  Zain  but  vit^ 

femcch,  tO,m>,0.^:p.    See  thie  gyriac  Grammar »,  §  9, 
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verfion  which  fignifies  *  to  lie/  or  *  to  deceive/  a  cir- 
cumftance  in  which  the  Syriac  epiftle  again  harmonizes 
with  the  paflage  in  th^  Syriac  Pfelms,  where,  though  « 
different  verb  is  ufed,  yet  it  has  precifely  the  iame  fenfe. 
The  paffage  in  ^he  Pfalms  is  ^^{?opji  \Jo  V*r^  1^^ 
^o»i,^\v>  oiZqIio^  v^^^^  };:^oa^  coi)  in  the  epiftle  |«*^  }t£^ 
K?>uoNv>  oiZqIcVo  y?Ns\  (^^a:^  ooi  j^J!  ^^^rJ  Po^  Since 
therefore  the  Syriac  tranflator  of  the  epiitie  to  the  He* 
brews  has  copied  the  quotation  from  tiie  Syriac  verfion 
of  the  Pfalms,  the  former  was  of  courfe  tranflated  in  a 
period  fubfequent  to  the  latter,  and  as  the  Syrian  Chrif* 
tians  undoubtedly  tranflated  the  New  Teftament  before 
the  Old,  the  real  date  of  the  cafe  appears  to  be  as  fol- 
lows ; 

^  If  it  be  alked,  wbetlier  this  coincidence  with  the  Syriac  verHon  ol 
the  Piklms  takes  place  in  every  quotation  from  that  book  in  the  epiftle  to 
the  Hebrews,  I  anfwer  in  the  negative.  On  a  compariibn  I  found  the 
proportion  to  be  as  follows : 

i)  Hcb,  L  5.  corrcfponds  exactly  to  Pfalm  ii.  7.  and  Heb.  i.  7.  to 
Pialm  civ.  4.  That  in  the  firft  of  thefe  exan^ples  we  find  )j}  in  the  epif- 
tle, }^]o  in  the  Piahn,  is  of  no  importance,  for  the  author  of  the  Erpe-* 

nian  Arabic  verfion  tnuft  have  found  }j}o,  as  he  has  tranflated  it  by  ^F^* 
Thefe  examples,  however,  afford  no  pofitive  proof,  fince  the  coincidence 
might  arife  from  mere  accident^. 

2)  The  following  paflages  are  iQ  nearly  alike  that  tlie  difference  would 
perhaps  vanifh,  if  we  had  various  readii^s  to  both  veriions,  viz.  Heb.  i. 
8,  9.  to  Pfalmxlv.  7,  8.  and  Heb.i.  13.  to  Pfal.cx.  i.^ 

3)  The  following  pafl'ages  difler  from  each  other,  but  it  muft  be  re- 
marked, that  this  difference  is  occafioned  by  the  cifcumftance  that  thefe 
quotations  in  the  Greek  text  of  the  epilHc  to  the  Hebrews,  differ  from  ttis 
Hebrew  text  and  Syriac  verfion  of  the  Pfalms,  viz.  Heb.  i.  6.  Pialm  xcvii. 
7.  where  it  is  even  doubted  whether  this  or  another  Pialm  is  quoted. ' 
Heb.i.  10,  11^  12.  Pfalm  cii.  26—28.  Heb.  ii.  6-— 8.  Pfalm  viii.  5— f8. 
where  the  fine  language  of  the  Syriac  pfahn  is  fo  different  from  that  of  the 
Septuagint  and  the  quotation  in  the  epiiile,  that  it  could  hardly  be  ad- 
mitted in  tlie  tranflation  of  fhe  epiftle*.  Heb.  x.  5T-7.  Pfalm  xl.  7^9. 
where  no  faithful  tranflator  coulj  have  adopted  the  text  of  the;  Syriag 
Pfalm,  which  has  «jl^  A^:^jfj;|,  aures  mihi  perfodifli,  whereas  that 
of  the  quotation  in  the  epiftle,  which  follows  the  text  of  the  Sey4^^uagintt 
is  (TWjbM  iwTi»/Jtc«r  fM(.  It  was  therefore  neceffary  to  give  a  new  traa/la- 
iion, 

A4 
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lows:  The  old  Syriac  tranflator  made  hiiverfion  from 
the  earlicft  coUeaion  of  the  books  of  the  New  Tefta- 
mcnt,  in  which  the  cpiflle  to  the  Hebrews  was  not  con* 
tained,  becaufe  its  authority  was  doubted  ;  to  the  tranf* 
lation  of  the  New  Teftament  followed  that  of  the  Old, 
and  in  the  mean  time  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  having 
been  admitted  into  the  facred  canon,  it  was  afterwards 
tranilated  into  Syriac  by  a  different  perfon  5  who  this 
perfon  was,  and  in  what  age  he  lived,  a  total  want  of 
Jiiftorical  accounts  makes  it  impoflible  to  determine. 

.  This  verfion  was  firft  made  known  in  Europe  l?y 
Mofes  of  Mardin,  whofe  life  is  related  at  large  in  Affe^ 
mani  bibliotheca  orientalist  He  was  fent  by  Ignatius, 
patriarch  of  the  Maronite  Chriftians,  in  the  year  1552, 
to  pope  Julius  III.  to  acknowledge  in  the  name  of  the 
Syrian  church  the  fupremacy  of  the  Roman  Pontiff,  and 
was  commiffioned  at  the  fame  time  to  have  the  Syriac 
New  Teftament  printed  in  Europe?.  No  one  could  be 
found  either  at  Ropie  c^  at  Venice,  who  would  under-^ 
take  the  work :  hut  at  laft  Albert  Widmanftad,  who  had 
before  learnt  Syriac  ^°,  and  received  further  inftruftion 
from  Mofes,  prevailed  with  the  emperor  Ferdinand  the 
Firft  to  be  at  the  expence  of  the  impreffion,  which  was 
committed  to  the  care  of  Mofes,  and  Widmanftad^,,  who 
for  fome  time  were  affifted  by  William  Poftell  K  Tq 
thefe  perfons  we  are  indebted  for  the  firft  edition  of  the 
Syriac  New  Teftament,  printed  at  Vienna  ixx  1555",  in 

whicl\ 

t  Tom.  t.'p.535. 

^  ^  Wldmanfbid  afTutned  in  Italy  the  name  of  Johannes  Lucretius. 

*  See  Hirt's  Orient.  Bib. "  Vol.  II.  p.  272. 

'  The  occafion  of  the  miftake,  into  which  fome  of  the  learned  have 
fallen,  that  this  edition  was  printed  in  1562,  is  afli^ned  by  Dr.  Hirt,,p,  266, 
367,  knd  285-02891 .  Namely,  in  fome  of  the  ^pies,  on  the  reverfe  of 
the  title  page,  are  the  arms  of  the  printer  Zymmermann,  with  the  fol- 
lowing fubfcription,  Cum  Roiq.  Caef.  Maj.  gratia  etprivilegiocautum  eft  ut 
nemo  delnceps  hoc  opus  imprimat.  Viennae  Auftriae  excude'bat  Michael 
.  2)nnmermann,  Anno  M.D.LXII.  Dr.  Hirt  fuppofes  with  great  proba-r 
bility,  that  this  was  the  year  in  which  the  prmte r  purchafed  the  remainder 
of  thCvCopies  which  the  emperor  had  referved  for  iale«  In  the  copy»  pre- 
4  ferved 


lECT.  II.         Ancient  Verjions  of  the  N.  7*.  9 

which  the  two  laft  epiftles  of  St.  John,  the  fecondof  St, 
Peter,  th^  epiftle  of  St.  Jude,  and  the  Revelation  of  St, 
John  are  wanting.  A  thoufand  copies  were  printed,  of 
which  the  emperor  referved  to  himfelf  five  hundred  for 
fale,  fent  three  hundred  to  the  two  Syrian  patriarchs, 
and  made  a  prefent  to  Mofcs  of  two  hundredcopies,  to- 
gether with  twenty  dollars.  An  account  of  this  beautiful 
and  exceedingly  fcarce  edition  may  be  found  in  Simon 
Hift.  Crit.  p.  171.  in  the  fecond  part  of  the  firft  volume 
of  the  Memoirs  of  a  Library  in  Halle  *^  p.  91-  and  par- 
ticularly in  Hirt's  Orient,  Bibliothek '♦.  Profeflbr 
Bruns  has  obferved  in  the  fifteenth  volume  of  the  Reper- 
torium,  p.  154.  that  among  the  errata,  fubjoined  to  this 
edition,  are  four  various  readings  marked  with  an  afte-^ 
rilk,  which  are  not  taken  from  Syriac  manufcripts,  but 
from  Greek  editions ;  and  it  was  therefore  an  error  to 
admit  them  into  the  later  editions  of  the  Syriac  verfion'% 
This  Editio  Princeps  will  ever  retain  its  intrinfic  value^ 
.  The  other  editions  are  defcribed  in  Andr.  Miilleri 
Difiert,  de  verfionibus  Syriacis,  printed  in  his  Symbola? 
Syriacae  *^  to  whofe  account  feveral  additions  have  been 
made  by  Bruns,  p.  157.  of  the  Repertorium  publilhe4 
by  Eichhorn. 

2.  TremelliuVs  edition  at  Geneva  1569,  in  folio^  It 
is  a  copy  of  the  former,  though  not  in  Syriac  but  Her 
brew  letters.  The  Greek  text  with  Beta's  verfion,  is 
printed  with  it,  to  which  Tremellius  added  a  Latin  tranf-. 
Jation  of  the  Syriac,  which  is  faid.to  be  very  literal  *^ 
He  had  a  Syriac  manulcript  from  the  Heidelberg  library, 
of  which  he  is  accufed  by  Simon  of  having  made  little 
or  no  ^fe  ;  but  whether  th^  charge  is  grounded  I  am  un* 
able  to  determine,  as  this  edition  is  neither  in  my  library 

nor 

ferve4  in  the  Univprfity  library  at  Gottingen,  are  t^e  arms  and  fiibfcrip- 
tion,  but  in  that  of  which  I  am  in  pofTeflion,  they  are  wanting  *^. 

^  It  has  been  faid  that  the  original  edition  appeared  at  Heidelberg  in 
1568,  to  which  Dr.  Hirt  replies,  p.  290.  that  the  work  was  printed  a^ 
Geneva  in  1^691  though  t)ie  dedication  4$  dated  {leidelb^r^,  ^l^M^cl^ 
1568, 
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nor  In  that  of  our  univerfity'*.  One  dircumftance  I 
recoUeft  in  particular,  having  once  borrowed  it  from 
Profeflpr Weber, that  it  is  printed  withChaldee points ; 

.  and  Bruns  has  obferved  '^  that  Jod  is  ufcd  as  the 
prefix  of  the  third  perfon  of  the  future,  inftead  of  the 
Syriac  Nun.  It  might  be  called  therefore  with  more 
propriety  a  Chaldee  than  a  Syriac  New  Teflament,  and 
perhaps  Tremcllius,  who  was  himfelf  of  Jewifli  origin, 

,was  induced  to  make  the  alteration  by  the  hope  of  con- 
verting his  brethren  ".  A  more  circumftantial  account 
of  this  edition  may  be  feen  in  Hirt*s  Orientalifche  Bin 
bliothck".  Vol.  II.  p.  289 — 294. 

3.  The  Antwerp  edition,  in  the  fifth  volume  of  the 
Biblia  Regia".  I  refer  this  edition  to  the  year  1 57 1 ,  be- 
caufe  the  dedication  of  the  5th  volume  of  the  Biblia  Re- 
giais  AntwerpisB  1 5  7 1 ,  Calendis  Julii,  and  the  fubfcrip- 
tiqn  at  the  end  of  the  volume  is  Antwerpti.  cxcudebiat 
Plantinus  Regius  Prototypograpbus  Anno  ciaiOLXXi. 
Kal.  Februariu  The  Syriac  text  is  twice  printed  in  this 
edition,  in  the  firft  column  with  Syriac  letters  and  points, 
of  which  the  typographical  execution  is  not  the  moft 
beautiful,  and  iecondly  under  the  other  texts  with  He- 
brew letters  and  Chaldee  points.  The  latter  was  done 
with  a  view  of  rendering  the  NewTeftanient  intelligible 
to  the  Jews,  and  of  converting  them  to  the  Chriftian  re- 
ligion, as  we  are  informed  by  Guido  Fabricius  de  la 
Boderie,  who  wrote  for  that  purpofe  the  Syriac  text  in 
Hebrew  letters  :  he  was  likevyife  the  author  of  the  Latin 
verfion,  as  appears  from  the  preface  to  .the  edition  which 
will  be  mentioned  N°  6.  Several  palFages  were  altered 
according  to  a  manufcript, whichWilliam  Poftell  brought 
from  the  Eaft*%  and  in  the  feyenth  volume  of  the  Ant^ 
werp  Poryglot  are, various  readings  collefted  by  the 
above-mentioned  Fabricius. 

In  this  edition  are  omitted  thofe,  books  and  paflages 
which  make  no  part  of  the  old  Syriac  verfion,  namely, 
the  ftory  of  the  adultercfs,  i  John  v.  7.  the  fecond  and 
j!nrd  ^piftles  of  St.  John,  &c.  The  fubfcription  which 
is  placed  at  the  eijd  of  th^  firft  epiftie  of  St.  John  is  as 

follows : 
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follows :  Hunc  novi  teftamenti  textum  Syrlacum,  ac 
ejufdetn  charafteribus  Hebneis  delcripti  Latinam  ab 
cruditiflimo  viro  Guidone  Fabricio  Boderiano  faftam 
verfionem  nos  infra  fcripti  theologi  (quibus  Philippi  Ca- 
tholici  regis  mandate  a  Lovanienfi  academia  et  facultatc 
theologica  id  munus  commiffum  fuerat)  accurata  difqui- 
fitione  examinavimus,  examinatumque  comprobavimus, 
et  tarn  ad  ipfum  textum  latinum  Vulgat»verfionis  quam 
ad  exemplar  Grascum  plurimis  locis  illuftrandum  utilem 
judicavimus. Calendis Juniis Anno  cidxolxx.  Augufti- 
nus  Hunnseus  facrce  theologiae  ordinarius  et  regius  pro- 
feflbr,  Cornelius  Reineri  Goudanus  facrap  theologiae  pro- 
feflbr  ordinarius. 

Ego  Benediftus  Arias  Montanus  Hifpalenfis,  Doftor 
Theologus,  et  Philippi  Catholici  Regis  Legatus  bunc 
novi  teftamenti  librum  lingua  et  charadleribus  Syris  ex- 
cufum,  ejufdemque  Uteris  Hebraicis  exfcriptionem  per 
Guidoncm  Fabricium  Boderianum,  natione  Galium, 
faftam  diligenter  recenfui  et  approbavi.     Anno  Chrifti 

CIOIOLXX. 

CcBter®  Canonicae,  et  Apocalypfis,  licet  extent  apud 
Syros,  tamen  et  in  exemplaribus  qua?  fecutus  eft  Wid- 

nianftadius,  et  antiquiffimocodicemanufcripto,quoufi 
fumus,  defuerunt. 

It  appears  then  from  this  fubfcription  that  the  editors 
were  in  pofleflion  of  an  ancient  manufcript  **,  in  which 
the  four  catholic  epiftles  and  the  book  of  Revelation,  as 
making  no  part  of  the  old  Syriac  verfipn,  were  wanting, 
and  that  the  omiflion  of  i  John  v.  7.  was  approved  by 
Cenfors  of  the  church  of  Rome,  who  ventured  not,  as 
we  proteftants  have  done,  to  obtrude  a  fpurious  paflage 
on  the  Syriac  text  **, 

4.  An  Antwerp  edition,  in  oftavo,  in  Hebrew  letters 
without  points,  on  121  pages  at  the  prefs  of  Plantin. 
At  the  end  of  the  volume  are  various  readings,  .collefted 
by  Francis  Rapheling,  from  a  Cologne  manufcript,  with 
the  title  Varise  le^tiones  ex  N.  T.  Syriaci  mfcr.  codice 
Colonienfi  nuper  a  Fr.  Raph,  coUedtae ;  they  are  like* 
wife  in  the  Antwerp  folyglof ,  Hirt  is  doubtful  whether 

tbi» 
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this  edition  ought  to  be  confidered  as  a  fupplcment  td 
the  Hebrew  Bible  printed  by  Plantin  in  1573  and  1574, 
or  be  referred  to  the  fame  year  with  the  following  edi- 
tion;  a  doubt  which  I  am  unable  to  remove**,  .  1  have 
been  informed  by  a  friend,  that  there  is  a  copy  of  this 
edition  in  the  Weimar 'library  with  various  readings, 
which  fome  one  has  written  in  the  margin  from  a  Codex 
Viennenfis,  but  without  giving  any  defcription  of  this 
manufcript  *^  This  copy  might  be  of  ufe  in  biblical 
criticifrru. 

5,  An  Antwerp  edition,  in  16***,  confifting  of  38a 
pages,  likewife  from  the  prefs  of  Plantin,  with  Raphel- 
ing's  various  readings,  printed,  like  the  foregoing,  with 
Hcbi:cw  letters'. 

,  Two  other  Antwerp  editions  are  mentioned  by  Miiller, 
printed  in  Syriac  letters,  the  one  1567,  the  other  i62o* 
^ut  the  former^  according  to  Mafch's  account,  is  the 
fame  with  tHe  Polyglot  mentioned  No.  3.  and  the  latter 
is  either  the  fame  with  Troft's  edition,  or  has  never  ex- 
ifted.. 

6.  The  Paris  edition  of  1584,  under  the  title  of  No^ 
yem  Teftamentum,  Kiim  i^p^HHy  n  x»ivn  S-ia^nxi;,  ^No-^ 
vum  Jefu  Chrifti  D.  N.  Teftamentum.  Ad  Chriftianif- 
fimum  GaUisB  etPoloniae  regem  Henricum  III.  PotentiflT. 
ct  Invidiff.  Principiem,  Chriftianse  religionis  vindicem 
*et aflertorem  unicum.  Parifiis mdlxxxi hi.  Apud  Jo- 
Jiannem  Benenatum.  .  Thi$  edition  contains  the  Greek 
text,  the  Vulgate,  and,  what  is  the  moft  material,  the 
Syriacyerfion*^* accompanied  with  a  Latin  tiunflatioij 
over  each  line,  but  this  tranilation  is  different  from  that 
in  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  and  is  lefs  literal.  Thofe 
books,  and  paiTages  which  belong  not  to  the  old  Syriac 
verfion,  are  faithfully  omitted,  though  the  columns  of 
the  Greek  and  Latin  texts  are  continued :  but  we  muft 
except  the  interpolation  at  the  end  of  the  epiftle  to  the 
Romans,  which  neither  formed  a  part  of  the  old  Syriac 
verfion,  nor  was  admitted  into  the  firtt  editions,  1  will 
j^oi  accufe  Lc  Fevre  ^%  becaufe  it  does  not  appear  that 

he 
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fee  liimfelf  took  part  in  the  work,  though  he  promoted 
it,  and  wrote  the  dedication".  Perhaps  it  was  inferted 
by  the  printer ;  but  whoever  was  the  pcrfon  to  whom 
it  muft  be  afcribed",  he  has  produced  in  this  inftancc 
a  falfe  copy  of  the  Syriac  text. 

The  dedication  written  by  Le  Fevre,  and  addrefled 
to  Henry  III.  is  a  mafter-piece  of  pedantry  and  fuper- 
ftition,  yet,  though  it  cannot  be  read  without  laughter^ 
it  contains  feveral  important  accounts,  efpecially  thofe 
which  relate  to  the.  Syriac  editions  of  the  New  Tefta- 
nient  with  Hebrew  types.  This  writer  was  a  profound 
linguift,  and  zealous  advocate  for  the  Catholic  religion^ 
but  incredibly  weak  and  fuperflitious.  He  defcribes  ta 
the  pious  Henry  the  figns  and  wonders  which  ftiould 
precede  the  fecond  coming  of  the  Son  of  man,  among 
which  he  reckons  the  foundation  of  the  French  order  dt 
knights  du  Saint  Efprit,  which  he  confiders  as  a  fecond 
inftance  in  which  the  prophecy  was  fulfilled  of  theeffu^ 
fion  of  the  Holy  Ghoft,  and  lubjoins  an  account  of  fe- 
veral extraordinary  appearances  in  the  heavens,  obferved 
at  Meiflen  in  Saxony.  A  general  converfion  of  unbe- 
lievers was  likewife  to  take  place,  for  which  purpofe  the 
king  of  France  was  to  declare  war  on  the  Turks,  and 
be  affifted  in  the  expedition  by  the  firft-bornSon  of  the 
Church,  but  the  converfion  of  the  Jews  was  to  be  ef-  ' 
fedted  by  printing  the  Syriac  New  Teftament  in  Hebrew 
letters.  Speaking  of  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  p.  1 6.  he 
fays,   in  qu^^  prseter  cseteros  labores,  mihi  cum  aliis 

do&is 

■B  Le  Feyre^  p.  i6.  of  tlie  dedication,  writes  as  follows:  Cum  anno 
1581,  regia  majeftas  tua  inaulam  fuam  iftinc  me  avocailct,  certior  fadiu 
fum  typographum  Benenatum  (quod  equidem  nomen  iili  maxime  conve- 
nit,  quippe  qui  ad  id  unum  natus  et  a  natura  confbrmatus  videatur,  ut 
bonas  literas,  et  imprimis  facras,  fua  fedulitate  promoveat)  iecnndam  ' 
editionem  fecundum  exfcriptionem  meam  Uteris  Hebraicis  fed  abfque 
pun6tis  feliciter  inchoaiTe,  miro  quidem  gaudio  fum  perfuftis,  utque  ab 
incepto  non  defifteret  eum  vehementer  fum  adhortatus;  et  quidem  nifi 
alia  negotia  non  minoris  forfan  momenti  me  domum  revocafTei^t,  eum 
lubentur  mea  qualicunque  opera  in^otius  operis  editione  fublevailem. 

a  Perhaps  to  Benenatus  (Bienne)  himfelf,  for  Le  Fevre,  p.  17.'  afbribes 
to  him  multc  et  diutornse  yigilise  et  indefefit  iabores. 
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dodtis  communes,'  Novum  Jefu  Chrifti  Doming  ooftri 
Teftamentum  ex  charadtere  Syro  in  Literas  Hebraicas 
tranfcripfi  ac  latinx  interpretationis  facibus  coUiiftravi ; 
Bibliorum  vero  apparatul  lexicon  Syro-Chaldaicum  et 
Rabbinicum  adjeci,  ut  lingua  Syra,  incarnati  Verbi  ore 
divino  confecrata,  Virgini  Marise  Deigenitrici  popularis, 
apofliolis  omnibus  vernacula  et  in  qua  Chriftus  ipfe  evan- 
gelium  fuum  promulgavit  quam  latiflime  fieri  poflent, 
per  univerfam  ecclefiam  diffunderetur,  ut  ct  Chriftiani 
et  Jud^ei  profelyti  ejus  beneficio  juvarentur,  illi  quidem 
ut  in  officio  retinerentur,  magifque  ac  magis  confirma- 
rentur,  hi  autem  ad  veritatis  cognitionem  adducerentur, 
ct  a  caftris  Mofis,  tanquam  a  primipilo  ad  imperatorem, 
in  caftra  Chrifti  fe  reciperent.  It  appears  then  the  He- 
brab-Syriac  editions  of  the  New  Teftament  wefe  de- 
figned  to  anfwer  the  fame  end  as  the  Jewifti -German 
verfions,  publiflied  by  order  of  the  Callenbcrg  infti- 
tution. 

7.  Elias  Hutter,  in  his  Opus  duodecim  linguarum, 
or  Edition  of  the  New  Teftament  in  twelve  languages, 
publiftied  in  1599,  inferted  likewife  the  Syriac  verfion, 
and  becaule  feveral  books  were  wanting  in  the  preced* 
ing  editions,  he  undertook  the  ufelefs  and  ridiculous 
labour  of  tranflating  them  himfelf  into  Syriac,  with  the 
ftory  of  the  adulterefs  in  St.  J«)hn's  Gofpel,  as  if  it  were 
'a  matter  of  importance  to  have  a  modern  tranflation  of 
'•a  book,  which  we  afe  able  to  read  in  the  original.  Be- 
fides,  it  has  a  great  number  of  faults*,  and  hardly  de- 
ferves  a  place  in  a  library  ^'. 

8.  The  Gothen  edition,  by  Martin  Troft,  1621  % 
4**.  It  is  pHnted  in  Syriac  letters,  is  in  feveral  pkces 
pointed,  has  a  tranflation,  and  a  colledlion  of  various 
readings,  which  were  printed  by  Walton,  in  the  fixth 
volume  of  the  London  Polyglot  ".  Thofe  parts,  which 
belong  not  to  the  old  Syriac  verfion,  Troft  has  very 
p^roperly  omitted  '\ 

9.  In 

» 

•  See  the  remarks  of  Brans  in  the  Rcpcrtorium.    VoL  XV.  p..  159'*. 
^  Satpe  of  the  copies  have  on  tli^  title-page  the  date  1622. 
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9.  In  the  mean  time  Lud.  de  Dieu  publlflied  the  * 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  from  a  manufcript  formerly  in 
the  poffeffion  of  Scaliger '%  which  I  believe  to  be  very 
faulty,  in  1627,  at  Leyden,  and  reprinted  it  in  1643, 
as  an  Appendix  to  his  Animadverfiones  in  loca  diffici- 
liora  V.  et  N.  Teftamenti'^  in  Syriac  and  Hebrew 
letters,  - 

10.  Pococke  published  at  Leyden,  1630,  fromEng- 
lifli  manufcripts  *7,  the  four  epiftles  wanting  in  the  old 
Syriac,  namely,  the  fecond  epiftle  of  St.  Peter,  the 
fecond  and  third  of  St.  John,  and  the  epiftle  of  St. 
Jude  \ 

11.  All  thefe  parts  of  the  Syriac  New  Teflament 
were  collefted  and  publilhcd  in  the  Paris  Polyglot,  ia 
Syriac  letters.     I  have  a  ft^rong  fufpicion  that  the  text 
of  this  edition  has  been  altered  from  mere  conjedurc; 
at  leafl:  many  paffages  in  the  book  of  Revelation  differ  . 
from  the  firft  edition,  without  any  reafon  being  afiigned 
for  the  alteration ;   and  Gabriel  Sionita,  who  had  the 
care  of  the  Paris  Polyglot,  was  not  a  man  on  whom  we 
can  rely  ^^     The  Latin  tranflations,  which  he  has  given 
of  the  Syriac  Old  and  New  Tefl:ament,  are  executed 
with  the  greateft  inaccuracy,  though  the  taik  of  a  iranf- 
lator  is  eafier  than  that  of  a  critic.     In  alraoft:  every 
page  we  may  difcover  errors,    that  betray  either  hurry 
or  ignorance,  and  not  feldom  both  qualities  united. 
The  Syrians   in  general  make  ufe  of  vowel-points  in 
thofe  places  only,  where  their  abfence  might  occafioh 
ambiguity  *°,  but  Gabriel  Sionita  has  added  them  in 
every  word.     In  the  arrangement  of  his  points  he  has 
abided  by  a  fl:rifl:  analogy,  from  which  modern  gram- 
marians have  derived  their  rules ;  whether  this  analogy 
was  founded  on  the  authority  of  Syriac  manufcripts,  or 
his  own  conjefture,  I  will  not  pretend  to  determine, 
but  it  is  certain  that  the  Roman  editions,  publifhed  by 
the  Aflemans,  differ  in  many  cafes  from  his  method  of 
pointing.     The  more  I  confider  him  as  a  critic,  the  lefe 

reafoa 

1   For  a  defcription  of  the  two  laftninentjoned  editI.oas«  itt.  Qirt*^ 
OriciU.  Bibl.  Vol,  !!•  p.  309—3 1 2  3». 
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reafon  I  find  to  value  him,  and  omit  therefore  at  pre- 
fent  what  I  had  written  in  the  two  firft  editions^  to  the 
difparagement  of  Gutbier,  who  in  his  edition  of  the 
Syriac  New-Teftament  had  departed  from  the  rtiles  of 
Gabriel  Sionita,  for  as  thefe  are  veiy  uncertain,  it  is 
'  poffible  that  Gutbier*s  Syriac  manufcript  was  pointed 
on  different  principles. 

.  1 2.  The  next  edition  appeared  in  the  London  Poly* 
glot,  in  which  the  ftory  of  the  adulterefs  was  added, 
from  a  manufcript  in  the  poffeffion  of  Archbiftiop 
U(her*%  and  preceded  by  the  following  infcription : 
{^.•A£io  woioA*}  y>  \b^-^  }ZZul  W.01  \bi.?  |i-;-o  Leffon-of  the 
finner,  that  is  not  contained  in  the  l^eChito'.  But 
I  John  V.  7.  is  faithfully  omitted. 

13.  The  edition  of  iEgidius  Gutbier,  Hambui^ 
.  1664.  As  this  edition  is  in  general  ufe  in  Germany,  a 
defcription  of  it  would  be  unneceffary** ;  I  (hall  there- 
fore only  obferve,  that  it  materially  differs,  efpecialiy  in 
the  pun(^uation,  from  the  Paris  and  London  Polyglots, 
for  which  the  editor  appeals  to  the  authority  of  a  ma- 
nufcript, which  he  had  borrowed  from  L'Empereuri 
and  from  which  he  had  pointed  his  copy  of  the  edition 
publrlhed  by  Troft.  But  to  enable  the  reader  to  ex- 
amine at  one  view  in  what  refpefts  his  edition  differed 
from  the  preceding,  he  added  in  1667,  Notse  critical 
in  N.T.  Syriacum,  quibus  prsecipua  varise  pund:ationis 
cxempla,  aliaeque  variantes  lediones,  quse  obfervatio- 
nem  merentur,  inter  (e  conferuntur.  The  ftory  of  the 
adulterefs  he  has  inferted  from  the  London  Polyglot^ 
and  has  taken  the  uliwarran table  liberty  of  intruding 
into  the  text  the  Syriac  tranfl^tion  of  i  John  v.  7. 
made  by  Tremellius.         ' 

Having  formerly  made  ufe  of  this  edition  in  reading 
leftures  on  the  Syriac  New  Teftament,  my  hearers  fre- 
quently obferved  that  the  readirKgs  in  theif  copy  differed 

from 

"■  Ulam  hiftoriam  non  interpfetatus  eft  Polycarpus>.  vel  fi  quis  alius 
erat  Phiioxenianae  verfionis  audtor,  fed  Maras  earn  interpretatus  eft  poilea 
aono  Pomini  521. 

White>  e4«  of  the  Phiioxe&an  vcriion,  p.  6aSU 
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from  thofe  in  mine,  and  produced  frequently  the  very 
lame  reading  which  Gutbier,  in  his  Notae  criticse,  had. 
alleged  as  that  of  the  London  Polyglot,  and  as  different 
from  his  own.  Another  extraordinary  circumftancc  is, 
that  in  fodie  copies  the  figures  prefixed  to  each  verfe  are 
fmaller  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  than  in  the  remain^ 
der  of  the  New  Teftament,  but  in  others  they  are  of  the 
fame  fize*  Thefe  difficulties  I  can  folve  in  no  other  man** 
ner,  than  by  fuppofing  that  the  work  has  undergone  feve- 
ral  edifions,  though  the  date  is  the  fame  in  each  ^^  An 
edition  is  faid  to  have  been  publilhed  at  Leipzig  in 
1 748,  and  another  at  Hamburg  in  1 749,  but  I  doubt 
of  the  exiftence  of  both,  as  no  one,  to  my  knowledge, 
has  feen  a  copy  of  either,  and  fince  that  time  the  book 
is  become  really  fcarce. 

14.  Chriftian  Knorre  of  Rofenfoth,  publifhed  a* 
Sultzbach  ijn  1684,  ^he  Syriac  New  Teftament  in  He- 
brew letters  without  points.  This  edition  I  have  never 
feeix,  but  Schaaf,  in  the  preface  to  his  Syriac  Teflament, 
fays,  that  it  is  only  a  re-impreffion  of  the  Antwerp  edi- 
tion **  mentioned  above,  Noi  4.  and  No.  5. 

15.  The  very  beft  edition  of  the  Syriac  New  Tefta- 
ment is  undoubtedly  that  of  Leyd^n,  publiftied  by 
Schaaf  in  1709,  and  reprinted  in  171 7  *^  The  very 
excellent  Lexicon  which  is  annexed  to  it  will  fever  re* 
tain  its  value,  being,  as  far  as  regards  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, extremely  accurate  and  complete,  and  fupplying 
in  fome  meafure  this  place  of  a  concordance.  The  varise 
N.  Tw  verfionis  Syriac®  lediones  ex  omnibus  editiohibui 
taulto  fudorc  colleftse  are  the  beft  collection  which  have 
hitherto  been  given.  The  Latin  tranflation  is  the  only 
part  of  the  work  which  had  been  better  omitted ;  not 
that  any  objeftion  can  be  made  to  its  accuracy,  but 
becaufe  it  enhances  the  price  of  a  moft  ufefiil  edition, 
and  a  tnmflatipn  of  the  Syriac  Teftamfcnt  is  unneceffary 
for  a  fcholar,  who  has  devoted  half  a  year's  diligence  to 
that  language.  The  editor  lays,  in  his  preface,  *  ut 
textusSyrus  intelleftu  facilipr  eflet,  ad  latus  adjunxi  ver-' 
fionem  latinam,   ex  omnibus  ejus  verfionibus  latinis. 

Vol.  IL  B  imprimis 
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imprimis  Tremelliaha,  et  ubicunque  mihi  vidcbatuf 
commodum,'  projpria  opera  compofitam/  Schaaf,  in 
common  with  feveral  other  editors,  has  been  guilty  of 
interpolating  i  John  v.  7.  not  on  the  authority  of  a 
manufcript,'  but  from  the  Syriac  tranllationy  which  Tre- 
mellius  made  of  this  verfe  from  the  Latin.  He  has 
likewife  interpolated  in  other  places^  as  Afts  viii.  3  7. 
XV.  34.  See  my  Curse  in  aftus  apoft.  fyr.  p.  100.  and 
118. 

With  refpeft'  to  the  arrsingement  of  the  vowels, 
Schaaf,  and  Leufden  who  affifted  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  work,  were  ofdifFefeht  fentiments,  but  the 
former,  though  undoubtedly  in  the  right,  fubmitted 
through  refpedt  to  the  latter,  regarding  him,*as  he  him- 
lelf  expreffes  it,  like  a  father.  The  work  was  printed 
as  far  as  Luke  xv.  20.  when  Leufden  died,  and  from 
Luke  xviii.  27.  where  a  new  ftieet  ^begins,  the  points 
are  arranged  according  to  the  better  judgement  of 
Schaaf. 

.  1 6.  Laftly,  the  Syriac  verfion  of  the  New  Teftament 
was  publiflied  at  Leipzig  17 13,  fol.  in  Chriftiani  Rein-^ 
cecii  Biblla  quadrilinguia  *\ 


■»  — ^ 


SECT.    III. 

0/  the  manufcripts  of  the  old  Syriac  verfiort. 

* 

^T^HOUGH  the  Syriac  New  Teftament  has  been  fo^ 
^  frequently  printed,  yet  as  this  verfion  is  of  the 
grcateft  importaiicej  a  new  edition,  correAed  from  the 
moft  authentic  manufcripts,  is  ftill  wanting;  In  the 
CuriB  in  Adtus  Apqft.  I  have  taken  notice  of  feveral 
faults  in  our  prefent  editions,  and  in  confirmation  of  my 
remarks  have  appealed  to  the  Arabic  verfion  made  from 
the  Syriac  :  feVeral  of  thefe  remarks,  efpecially  that  on 
Afts  xii-  10.  have  been  again  confirmed  by  a  very  an- 
cient mantifcript,  in  the  pofleflion  of  Mr.  Ridley.  In 
this  manufcript,  the  four  Gofpels  ar^  a  copy  of  the  ver- 

*  '  fion 
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lion  of  Philoxenus,  but  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  and 
the  epiftles,  are  the*  old  Syriac '.  As  appears  from  the 
fubfcription,  it  belonged  in  the  twelfth  century  to  Dio-  , 
iiyfius  BarfilibsBus,  a  man  of  great  renown  among  the 
Syrians,  who  correAed  in  feveral  places  what  feemed  to 
be  erroneous.  In  the  preface  to  the  Curaj,  p.  11,  12. 
are  given  feveral  examples,  in  which  it  differs  in  the  Ads 
of  (he  Apoftles  from  our  printed  editions  %  and  I  will  here 
produce  feveral  others  where  the  common  text  is  proba- 
bly fpurious.  Matth.  ix.  36.  all  the  editions,  not  ex* 
cepting  the  Editio  princeps  of  Widmanflad,  have  for 
i^oiufMEuiHy  ^p^  foluti,  a  manifeft  erratum  for  -^^^  pro- 
jedi,  the  reading  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion. '  Mark 
xiii.  37.  for  id-ao-*  Xiyw,  the  common  text  has  ^->\->\ 
that  is  vxcriv  ujixiv,  again  an  erratum  for  ^V-^V  omni- 
bus, as  in  the  Philoxenian  verfion '.  The  *  feven  ftadia,' 
^y^j  }S^»,  for  (TaSfiaTK  oSoy  \  which  I  mentioned  in 
the  Curse,  p.  ^^.  as  probably  a  modern  fcholion,  be- 
caufe  the  Erpenian  Arabic  verfion  expreffes  fiiiiply  *  a 
fabbath  day's  journey,'  no  one  will  undertake  to  defend, 
who  has  read  the  obfervations  of  Ludovicus  de  Dieu  on 
this  paflage.  A6ts  ii-  42.  for  ko*v«via  we  find  |>^m*-vs|  % 
but  it  is  very  improbable,  that,  in  the  time  of  the  old 
Syriac  tranflatbr,  xo*v«v*a  had  received  the  church  fenfe 
of  the  word,  *  communion  of  the  facrament ;'  and  what 
is  extraordinary,  «u;^afiria  is  written  in  Syriac  charac- 
ters, when  a  different  word  is  ufed  in  the  original, 
though  it  was  not  the  ufual  praftice  of  the  Syriac  tranf- 
lator  to  adopt  Greek  words  on  other  occafions  ^.  The 
author  of  the  Erpenian  Arabic  verfion,  who  trarillated 
from  the  old  Syriac,  found  no  fuch  reading  in  his 
time,  having  rendered  the  parage  4  CUb-^r^.  '>*'^ 
j^soS  jn^f^n  J3  iDUdll,  where  he  has  fimply  and  lite- 
rally expreffed  >ioiv«vi«^  If  we  except  Ads  xx.  7* 
where  tne  Arabic  tranflator  has  a  different  expreffion, 
(^^t^i  '^^^^ai)  corpus  Chrifti,  we  find  }«^;^>o}  in  no  other 
part  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  and  even  there  it  is  probably 
fpurious,  and  borrowed  from  the  ufage  of  a  later  church  • 

.82  Heb. 
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Heb.  iv.  3.  kcc^uq  fifijxf,  for  which  no  various  reading 
jB  found,  IS  exprelfed  in  the  Syriac  by  •:^]  ^i  ^j,  an 
interrogation  inftead  of  an  affirmation :  this  is  undoubt- 
edly an  erratum  for  ;^|>  Jia.j,  as  my  father  remarked  in 
the  margin  of  his  Syriac  Teftament,  for  the  Erp.  Arab, 
verfion  has  Jl5  kJj^  9,     Heb.  iv.  1 2.  after  ct^jj^tav  n  xai 
li.\jiXcav  in  the  Syriac  verfion,  is  added  a  word  that  ex- 
preffes  or«toi^,  though  found  in  not  a  fingle  Greek  manu^ 
fcriptt  the  text  ih  this  paflage  is  Jicj^  {ak^;o  \^i^io 
and  though  fpuribus,  is  as  ancient  as  the  time  of  the 
Arabic  Iranflator,^  who  has  rendered  it  by  ^^•^^JI,  uij^rfl^ 
pUaril, :  but  the  interpolation  betrays  itfelf  by  a  gram- 
matical error,  for  Dolath  ought  to  have  been  repeated, 
and  the  word  written  |:c^>5sJo-^    The  Syriac  text,  Heb. 
vii.  !!•  ^;oi|2  oiZoiDrp  ^!  poj,  which  is  tranflated  in  the 
Polyglots,,  fed  dixit,  in  fimilitudinem  Aharon  erit,  is 
real  nonfenfe,  and  even  fubverfive  of  the  author's  de- 
fign  :  it  ought  to  be  *^\  goy  et  non  dixit,  as  ui  the  Erp.- 
Arab,  verfion  Ja>  ^jr;     Heb.  vii.  ii^r^i  r*^,  per  Da- 
videm,  is  a  modern  interpolation,  as  it  is  not  only  want- 
ing in  the  Greek  m^nufcripts,  but  alfo  omitted  by  the 
Arabic  tranflator.     2  Pet.  ii.  i.  )v.\vrv,.  in  mundo,  is 
an  evident  erratum  for  jv^vr^j  in  populo,  as  in  the  Erp^ 
Arab,  verfion   ua^I  ^i,     Ver.  17.    for  uir*;  XmX<tnocy 
the  Syriac  verfion  has  \\v\  ^o,  an  evident  erratum  for 
|\v\v  ^^  as  remarked  by  my  father  in  the  margin  of 
bis  Polyglot,  the  reading  of  the  Erp.  Ar.  verfion  being 
X:5.l.sN*H.     Ver.  iS.-  for  u^f^oyxa,  the  Syriac  verfion  has 
}:?A.Q^  rifus,  which  my  father  fuppofed  to  be  an  error 
for  U*3a>^,  as  in  the  Erp.  Ar.  verfion  we  find  jtjlf^'  ^\ 

Miftakes  of  this  kind  I  find  continually  in  reading; 
the  Syriac  New  Teftament,  and  I  am  perfuadcd  there - 
jfore,  not  only  that  our  common  text  of  this  admirable 
verfion  deviates  from  the  genuine  original,  but  that  a 
multiplication  of  editions  has  been  only  a  multiplication, 
of  errors. 

A  Syriac  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  preferved  at  Nu- 
reaberg,  was'colktcd,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  two  firft 

"^        ^  Evangeliftsy 
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Evangelifls,  by  John  Erneft  Gerhard  the  elder,  who 
publilhed  at  Wittenberg  in  1646,  three,  if  not  more, 
Exercitationes  ad  N.  T.  Syriacum,  in  the  two  firft  of 
which  he  gives  a  defcription  of  the  manufcriptj,  and  in 
the  third  quotes  and  criticifcs  the  various  readings.  Per- 
haps he  was  too  minutely  attenrive  to  the  difference  of 
jpundtuatlon,  in  cafes  where  it  regards  only  grammatical 
trifles,  yet  he  has  (hewn  himf(?if  a  man  of  profound 
learning  in  his  fiverand-twentieth  year.  Aftewards  John 
Albrecht  publiflied  at  Jena,  in  1666,  Varia  leftiones. 
verfionis  Syriacaj  e  bibliotheca  Gerhardiana,  which  col-  ^ 
left  ion  had  been  made  by  Gerhard,  from  St.  Matthew 
and  St.  Mark,  but  the  preface  was  written  by  Albrecht, 
and  contains  a  defcription  of  the  Nurenberg  manufcript. 
•From  John  ix.  48.  to  the  end,  it  is  written  by  a  diffe- 
rent hand,  is  pointed  throughout,  which  is  not  ufual 
among  the  Syrians,  and  the  fubfcription,  written  by  the 
fame  hand  as  the  latter  part,  bears  date  a.  c.  1246. 
iBruns  has  likewile  communicated  various  readings,  from 
a  Wolfenbiittel  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  in  Eich- 
horn's  Kepertorium,  Vol.  XV.  p.  163 — 168.  and  VoL 
XVI.  p.  107 — 117. 

An  effential  fervice  would  be  rendered  to  biblical  crr- 
tidfm  by  any  man  qualified  for  the  taifk,  who  would 
.undertake  the  compilation  of  a  complete  catalogue  of 
.  the  Syriac  manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament,  of  which 
certain  information  is  to  be  obtained  ".  Scattered  ac- 
counts may  be  feen  in  Simon  Hift.  Crit.  des  Verf.  du 
I^.  T.  cb.  x;iv.  p.  169.  in  Walton's  prolegomena  p.  gi^ 
§  17.  ^nd  in  Jofephi  SimonisAffemani  Bibhoth&ca  Orient. 
Tom.  ^j.  p.  561,  ,561.  by  which  laft  writer  we  are  in- 
formed, that  two  Syriac  manufcripts  of  the  four  Gofpels 
are  j)referved  in  the  Vatican,  one  dated  a.  c.  548,  the 
other  736,  The  Bibliotheca  Medicea,  pulpliHied  by 
Stephen  Evodius  Affeman,  according  to  whofe  account 
the  oldefl  Syriac  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels  in  that 
library  was  written  in  586,  and  Blanchini  evangel^^rium 
quadr:uplex  verfionis  antiquse  latinse,  P.  I.  p.  541.  may 
p(^  likewife  confulted.    J5ut  we  muft  not  conclude  thart 
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all  the  Syriac  manufcripts  are  as  ancient  as  is  implied 
by  their  dates,  for  later  copyifts  have  often  tranfcribed 
the  date,  as  well  as  the  text  of  the  ancient  nlanufcript^ 
not  through  ignorance,  or  with  a  defign  to  impofe,  but 
to  denote  the  edition  from  which  they  copied.  Thofe 
who  make  a  profeffion  of  Syriac  literature  are  not  always 
attentive  to  this  circumftahce,  yet  the  faft  is  undeniable, 
tanlafs  we  fuppofe  that-  in  Syria,  a  country  which  has; 
fufFered  from  inceflaht  inr6ads  and  devaftations,  mord 
ancient  and  original  manufgripts  have  been  preferved 
than  in  any  nation  whatfoever.  ^  ' 

In  the  publication  of  a  new  edition  of  the  Syriac  Tef- 
tament,  the  Erpenian  Arabic  tranllation  might  oe  tlreated 
nearly  as  a  manufcript  in  the  Epiftles  and  Afts  of  thej 
Apoftles,  becaufe  thofe  books,  except  in  a  few  inftances,' 
were  tranflatcd  immediately  from  the  old  Syriac  * :   and 
the  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  Perfian  tranllation,  as  far 
as  relates  to  the  foiir  Gofpels.  '  Various  readings  might 
be  coUefted  from  the  Syriac  fathers,   not  only  from 
EphrertT,  whofe  works  we  have  in  Syriac,  but  aifo  from' 
the  fragments  of  other  'writers,  eolledted  by  Aflemanj 
In  f^ortj  with  proper  attention,  an  almoft  perfect  edi-^ 
tion  'might  be  formed,  in  compkrifon  with  thofe  which 
have  been  hitherto  given ;  the  moft  ancient  verfion  of 
the  New  Teftament  merits  all  the  pains  that  we  are  able 
to  bellow,  and  no  work  would  more  eminently  contri-* 
bute  to  our  advancement  in  biblical  knowledge.    The 
Tules  neceflary  to  be  obferved  in  collating  Ephrcm  Sy- 
TUB,  and  in  critical  inquiries  in  general  in  regard   to 
the  Syrikc  verfion,  have  been  given  by  Storr,  in  his  Obr 
fervatiories  fuper  verfionibuS  N.  T.  Syriacis,  publiftied 
at  Studtgard  in  1772,  a  moft  excellent  treatife,  and  in-^ 
difpenfible  to  every  man  who  would  criticife  on*  the  Sy- 
riac *verfion.     No  one  is  more  qualified  to  put  thefo 
rules  in'*  praftice' than  the  learned  writer  hlmfelf;  and  I 
wifli  that  he  had  proper  encouragement  and  fupport  in 
the  execution  of  a  talk,  which  would  render  eflentiaj 
jferyicc  ih  the  criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament*   * 

•  See  the  Curae  in  yerf.  Syr.  A^«  Apoft,  §  2—8. 
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The  order  in  which  the  feveral  books  are  placed,  in 
the  Syriac  verfion,  may  be  feen  in  a  Syrinc  poem  of 
Ebedjefu  inferted  by  Afleman  in  the  Biblioth.  Orient. 
Tom.  JH.  p.  8  ". 
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The  oldr  Syriac  verjim  zvas  made  immediately  from  the 

Greek, 

'T*  H  E  learned  Bengel,  in  his  Introdu6tio  in  crifin 
^  N.  T,  p.  409,  has  ventured  a  conjefture,  that 
pofljbly  the  Syriac  verfion  was  not  taken  immediately 
or  folely  from  the  Greek,  but  that  the  tranflator  made 
ufe  alfo  of  the  Latin  verfion".  My  father,  in  his  Trac-- 
tatio  critica  de  variis  leftionibus  N.  T.  §  23.  and  in 
his  Remarks  on  BengeFs  Tra^tatio  de  finceritate  N,  T. 
has  produced  very  weighty  arguments  againft  this  con- 
jecture I  and  in  order  to  remove  all  doubts,  I  carefuliy 
collated,  a  few  year?  ago,  the  Syriac  with  the  Latin 
verfion,  the  refult  of  which  was  a  confirmation  of  my 
father's  arguments,  as  may  be  feen  at  large  in  the 
eighth  feftion  of  the  Curse.  But  fince  Bengel  has  hina- 
felf  declared,  in  his  Concertatio  de  finceritate  N.T.  that 
his  doubts  refpefted  not  the  genuine  Pefhito,  but  only 
our. printed  editions,  whether  they  contained  that  an- 
cient, or  a  later  verfion,  and  as  we  are  now  in  poffeffion 
of  the  Philoxenian,  every  fufpicion  in  regard  to  the  for- 
mer muft  vanifh  of  itfelf. 

A  coincidence  with  the  Latin  in  particular  readings, 
affords  no  argument  that  the  one  was  taken  from  the 
other,  and  proves  only,  as  will  be  fhewn  in  the  follow- 
ing feftion,  that  both  were  made  in  a  very  early  age, 
before  the  multiplication  of  copies  had  produced  any 
;ConfiderabIe  variety  in  the  Greek  manufcripts.  Yet  this 
^coincidence  is  not  fo  great  as  many  have  fuppofed,  the 
^readings  being  not  fcldom  direftly  oppofite,  as  I  have 
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fhewn  in  the  eighth  fefition  of  the  Curse ;  and  in  their 
modes  of  paraphrafing  obfcui'e  paflages  of  the  Greek 
text,. though  |:he  Syriac  Teftaaient  has  been  my  conftant 
fludy,  I  have  never  found  an  infl;ance  that  could  juftify 
the  fmalleft  fufpicion  j  but,  on  the  contrary,  their  me* 
thods  are  fo  peifedly  diffitnilar,  as  to  make  it  impoffible 
for  the  Syriac  to  have  been  taken  from  the  Latin  verfion. 
Befides,  the  conjedure  is  in  itfelf  improbable  in  the 
Jiigheft  degree,  it  being  hardly  credible  that  in  Syria, 
)vhere  Greek  was  the  current  language  in  all  the  princi- 
pal cities,  a  tranilator  of  the  New  Tcftament  would 
Jiave  recburfe  to  a  Latift  tranflation  rather  than  thfe 
Greek  original ;  and  we  have  reafon  to  believe  that  the 
Syriac  verfion  was  made  at  Edefla>  where  the  Latin, 
language  was  perhap  su  nknown.  . .     ;        .      » 


SECT.    V. 


In  what  refp€£ls  the  old  Syriac  verfion  is  related  to  theX^ati^^ 
'   the  Coptic^  and  the  Greek  manufcripts  of  the  Weflern  an^ 
jilexandrine  editions*. 


HE  readings  of  the  Syriac  verfion  coincide  very 
frequently  with  the 'Latin,  in  cafes  where  oui; 
printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  or  the  manu- 
fcripts of  particular  countries  deviate  from  both,,  a  cir- 
cumftance  which  redounds  rather  to  the  horiouj  of  thefe 
verfipns,  as  they  are  the  two  oldeft;  that  exift ;  and  thq 
Syriac,  fiotwithftahding  the  imperfections  of  the  printed 
textj'hath  defcendedto  the  prefect  ige  with  fewer  alte- 
tations  than  the  Latin.  By  the  Latin  I  underftand  at 
prefent  not  the  tranflation,  which  is  found  in  many  of 
the  Codices  Grseco-Latini,  but  the  common  Verfion  as 
correfted  by  Jerom,  ratified  by  papal  Authority,  an<l 
known  under  the  name  of  the  Vulgate.  The  coincidence 
is  ibmetimes  carried  fo  far,  that  they^  agree  in  readings 
'which  are  found  in  not  a  fingle  manulcript,  for  inftance. 
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A(5ts  X.  3.  Eiiiv  iv  opa/tAfltTi,  where  both  the  Syriac  and 
the  Latin  tranllator  have  rendeted  the  paflage  as  if  the 
original  wereOurof  €»J«,  the  former  having  ]\j^  ^d,  the 
latter  is  vidit :  but  the  old  Latin  verfion  in  the  Coder 
Laudianus,  though  it  agrees  with  the  Syriac  in  moft 
other  cafes,  omits,  in  conjunAion  with  fcveral  other 
manufcripts,  nv  in  the  firft  verfe,  and  cohftrues  the  paf- 
fage  in  the  following  manner  :  Atm^  n  nc  cv  Kaic ^e^cip 
•  ....•.  iiSiVy  vir  autem  quidam  in  Caefafta  ..*,.♦ 
yidit. 

But  more  frequent  ajjd  more  remarkable  is  the  agree- 
ment of  the  Syriac  verfion  with  thofe  manufcripts,  which 
were  fofpierly  called  Codices  Latinizantes,  ai^d  the  Latin 
yerfion  with  which  feveral  of  thofe  manufcripts  are  ac*- 
compai^ied.  Of  thofe,  which  I  have  enumerated  in  the 
eleventh  fe&ion  of  the  Cura?,  I  will  feleft  only  tfce  three 
following,  as  the  moft  diftinguifhed  :  the  Codex  Alex- 
andrinus,  in  which  the  Afts  of  .the  Apoftles  are,  as 
Griefbach  fays,  according  to  the  Weftern  edition  * ;  the 
Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  which  agrees  with  the  Syriac 
yerfion  in  the  twenty-two  firft  chapters  of  the  Afts  in 
feventy-feven  readings,  ^nd  in  the  ten  firft  chapters  of 
St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  in  twenty  readings,  that  are  found 
in  no  other  manuicript :  and  the  Codex  Laudianus  3. 
Now  an  alteration  of  the  Syriac  from  the  Latin  cannot 
^offibly  be  fuppofed,  for  the  ancient  church  of  Rome* 
in  the  time  of  Pope  Damafus,  and  in  the  period  fubfe- 
quent  to  Charlemagne,  had  no  inclination  to  make  the 
attempt ;  the  modern  church  of  Rome  would  have  al- 
tared  not  from  the  old  Latin,  but  from  the  Vulgate  j  in 
Syria,  where  Greek  was  underftood,  no  man  could  have 
thought  of  correfting  the  Syriac  Teftament  from  a  Latin 
tranflation,  and  fhofe  Syrians,  w^o  were  unacquainted- 
ivith  Greek,  were  undoubtedly  ignorant  of  Latin.  A 
want  of  fufficient  knowledge  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion, 
which  at  the  time  when  I  publiftied  the  Curas  had  never 
|)een  printed,  was  the  caufe  of  a  fuppofition  which  I 
t;here  advanced^  that  certain  readings  of  the  Cambridge^ 


f,6  Jiuient  Verfons  0/ the  N.  f.        chap,  vij, 

or  other  fimilar  manufcripts,  might  have  been  written 
either  in  the  margin  or  in  the  text  of  th^  Philoxenian 
yerfion,  and  from  tiiis  verCon,  which  was  held  in  high 
cftimation,  inferted  gradually  in  the  Pefhito,  But  Mr. 
Ridley,  in  a  letter  dated  Nov.  23,  1^55,  favoured  me 
with  a  more  accurate  defcription  of  it%^  and  fince  the 
work  itfelf  has  been*  printed,  all  doubts  Are  removed- 
More  probable  is  the  fuppofition  that  the  Syriac  has 

had 

» 

^  Ad  Marci  evangeliura  quod  attinct,  in  docem  primis  caprtibns  ver- 
fionem  Syriacam  cum  Cantabrigienfi  vicics  contra  omnes  codices  conci- 
aiere  in  le6lionibus  fingularibus  te  obfervaire  dicis :  ct  prseter  has  uniu& 
codocis  Cant,  ledliones  plurima  .corruptionis  ex  Latina  in  Syriacam  verr 
^onern  fcrpentis  veltigia  detexifle.  At  has  corruptiones  ex  Heracleeni} 
jrrepflfTe  fufpicaris  ?  Minime :  e  XX  locis,  quibus  (ut  dicis)  (implex  con-;- 
cinit  cum  Cantabrigienfi  iblo,  Heracleenfis  concinit  in  duobu^  tantum^ 
icil.  V.  26.  IX.  27. 

En  canones  criticos,  quorum  ope  has  corruptiones,  vel  le6i:1oncs,  lati-» 
tiizantes  in  fimpliccm  ex  Heradeend  denfo  agmine  immigrafle  te  demon- 
AraiTe  credis  I  1.  Ex  Arabica'veriione  nonnunquara  vetus  Syriaca  le6lio 
4eruenda.  s.  In  quibufcam  locis  gravis  eft  rufpiciGi^  textu/n  fimplicis  aci 
Heracleenfem  verfionem  refbrmari.  ^^  Quod  ubi  fadbum  effe  in  una 
icxemplo  intellexerimus,  ^pius  accidifle  fufpicari  debebimus. 

His  canonibus  nifus  experiar,  quid  ex  adverfa  parte  poflim  flabiFire* 
AfTumo  igitur  fententiam  tuae  contrariam,  nempe  verfionem  fimplicem^ 
t>iim  latinizantem,  ope  Heracleenils  jam  demum  in  plurimis  ad  Graecos 
yeformari.  In  Marc.  ii.  16.  viii.  22.  ix.  33.  x.  21.  Arabica  concinit 
cum  Vulg?ita  latina  j  eadem  igitur  olim  fuit  lectio  Syriaca :  fed  bodiem^ 
iimplex  in  his  locis  cum  Heracleenfi  confcntit  j  unde  gravjs  eft  fufpici<^ 
in  his  locis  hodiernam  fimplicem  ex  Heracleenfi  reformatara  effe ;  Hera- 
deenlis  vero  in  His  locis  cum  Gra:cis  confpirat  5  ergo  hbdierna  fimplex 
t)pe  Hcraclecnfis  ad  Graecos  reformata.  Et  quod  in  uno  exemplo  fadium 
intellexerimus,  fappius  accidiffe  fufpicari  debebimils. 
.  Ha;c  non  dixi,  ut  meam  fententiam  proferrem,  fed  argumentantft 
gratia.  Nondum  enim  in  hac  controverfia  ex  ^tcrutra  parte  patronop 
audivi :  non  teftes  expendi :  Wetftenii  editionem  N.'T.  non  perlegi  j  no^ 
introduftionem  tuam  ad  tabulas  ^.  T.  vidi,  non  Bengelii,  non  patris  tui 
traftationes  potui  comparare. .  In  hac  Jite  igitur  minime  judicem  ago^ 
^uippe  minime  ad  earn  dirimendam  idoneus.  Sed  ubi  te  in  alterutrani 
trutinam  propenfiorem  videro,  acqui  amicus,  fidelifeer  admoncudum 
«cenfui.  .  ■  * 
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had  influence  on  the  Latin,  efpecially  in  thofe  examples 
where  an  error  is  coinmitted,  that  might  happen  more 
eafily  to  the  Syrian,  than  the  Latin  tranflator.  The  Latin 
t^xt  is  propejrly  a  qompofition  of  feveral  ancient  Latin 
verfions,  one  of  which  muft  have  been  made  by  a  native 
Syrian  \  as  appears  from  the  Syriafms  found  in  the  Latiii 
text  of  feveral  ancient  manufcripts,  that  greatly  exceed 
in  harihnefs  the  Syriafms  of  the  Greek  Tellament :  tliis 
Syriac  tranflator  was  probably  guided,  in  obfcure  paf- 
fages,  by  the  verfion  of  his  own  country,  the  effedts  of 
which  appear  to  be  felt  at  this  very  day  in  the  Vulgate. 
With  regard  to  the  probability  of  this  conjefture,  the 
reader  may  confult  the  Curaj,  p.  169 — 173.  examine 
and  determine  for  himfelf :   this  at  leaft  is  certain,  that 
Charlemagne  made  ufe  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  for  the 
purpofe  of  correcting  the  Vulgate  \     But  the  foregoing 
hypothefis  is  very  infufiicient  to  account  for  that  general 
coincidence  obferved  betwen  the  old  Syriac,  the  old 
Latin,  and  thofe  ancient  Greek  manufcripts,  which  were 
undoubtedly  written  in  the  Weft,  as  appears  from  the 
Latin  trainflations,  with  which  they  are  accompanied. 
'  This  w6riderful  harmony  between  the  two  moft  an- 
cient verfions  of  the  New  Teftament,  one  of  which  was 
fpread  throughout  Europe  and  the  north  of  Africa,  the 
other  propagated  from  Edefla  to  China,  could  have  had 
no  other  caufe  than  a  fimilarity  of  the  Greek  manufcripts 
in  the  weft  of  Europe,  and  the  eaft  of  Afia,  which  muft 
have  deviated  in  an  equal  degree  from  our  printed  tcxt^ 
and  the  manufcripts  of  what  is  called  the  Greek  edition'. 
No  immediate  connection  appears  to  have  exifted  in 
thofe  early  ages  between  the  ^aftern,  and  the  Weftern 
churches ;  the  fimilarity  therefore  of  the  Greek  manu- 
fcripts, from  which  the  two  moft  ancient  verfions  were 
taken,  can  be  afcribed  to  no  other  caufe  than  their  high 
Antiquity,  a  fimilarity  ftill  preferved  in  the  Weft,  in 
>hofe  ages  when  the  Codices  Grseco-Latini  were  writ- 
ten, as  well  as  the  later  manufcripts  belonging  to  the  - 
Weftern  edition,  enumerated  in  the  eleventh  fe<5tion 

of 
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fof  the  CurjB.  Whether 'the  fame  evident,  but^ancient 
errors  likewife  may  be  difcovcred  in  the  works  of  thefe 
ftwo  diftjtnt  couatries,  i  leave  to  ^he  examinatioa  of 
;fiiture  critics. 

Lefs  frequently,  though  not  feldom,  4oes  the  Syriac 
verfion  agree  with  the  Coptic,  and  with  thofe  ancient 
jnanufcripts  that  belong  to  the  Alexandrine  edition, 
ibmetimes  when  thefe  differ  from  thofe  of  the  W^era 
«iitio^.  This  fin^ilarity  muft  alfo  be  afcribed  to  the 
high  antiquity  of  thofe  manufcript^  whereas  ,the  copies 
oftbe  Greek  edition  are  of  a  later  date. 

A  reading  therefore,  fupported  by  the  united  autho- 
tity  of  4:he  Syriac,  the  Coptic,  and  the  Latin  verfions, 
"by  a  quotation  ot  Origen,'  and  jthe  ancierit  Greek  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  Alexandrine  and  Weftern  editions,  is  not 
only  of  great  importance,  but  may  in  general  be  regarded 
.as  genuine.  How  many,  or  how  few  readings  of  this 
kind  may  be  produced,  1  am  unable  to  afcertain,  hut 
the  fubjeA  is  of  fufficient  confequence  to  dqferve  a  rqi- 
nute  inquiry. 

It  appears  from  Wetfteitf  s  Prolegomena,  p- 1  lo.  that 
Alexias  Menefes,  archbiftiop  of  Goa»  ordered  the  Indian 
Chriftians,  who  ufe  in  general  the  Syriac  .verfion  of  the 
l^ew  Tcftament,  to  alter  it  according  to  the  Vulgate, 
and  that  this  command  was  executjed  with  fuch  preci- 
lion,  as  to  obtrude  the  grofleft  errors  of  the  Latin  on 
the  Syriac  text.  If  this  account  is  true,  the  moders 
^Syriac  manufcripts  of  that  country  muft  latinize  in  a  very 
Jiigh  degree,  and  can  be  of  no  critical  ufe  to  the  learned 
an  Europe  ;  but  it  would  be  unjufl  to  charge  the  church 
4)f  Rome  with  an  inftance  of  foily,  which  is  to  be  afcribed 
only  to  an  individual  bilhpp.  The  Lutheran  milfiona- 
gries  in  Ihdia  have  been  able  to  coUedt  the  beft  intelli- 
gence on  this  fubjeft,  which  I  hope  they  will  commu- 
nicate to  the  pubhc,  though  it  is  j)robable  that  I  (hall 
3not  outlive  their,  return  ^' 
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Antiqtiity  of  the  Syrinc  verfion. 

^iTR  learned  ape  extremely  dirided  in  their  c^i- 
*  nions  refpeding  the  antiquity  of  the  Syriac  veiv 
fion ;  it  being  referred  by  fome  to  the  very  earlicft  ages^ 
while  others  have  taken  all  pofiible  pains  to  prove  it  ta 
be  modern.  Now  it  appears  from  the  evidence  of  3ar 
HebrsBus,  in  his  Korreum  myfteriorum,  that  a  morer 
accurate  tranflation  of  the  Greek  Teftament  was  madc^ 
into  Syriac  in  the  time  of  Xenayas,  who  died  in  520^ 
which  preftippofes  the  exiftence  of  a  more  ancient  ver- 
fion.  It  will  be  (hewn  in  a  following  feftion^  that  the 
Armenian  verilon,  which  was  taken  from  the  l^riac^ 
was  written  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century :  the 
Syriac  verfion  therefore  muft  be  ftill  more  ancient,  and 
it  that  be  true,  which  I  have  advanced  in  the  preceding 
feftion,  it  muft  have  been  made  in  the  firft  century  '• 
it  is  indeed  hardly  credible^  as  Chriftianity  was  fo  early 
propagated  in  Syria  and  Mefopotamia  •,  that  the  Chrif- 
tian  communities  in  thofe  countries,  (hould  have  been 
deftitute  of  a  tranflation  of  the  New  Teftament  in  their 
native  language^:  and  Melito,  who  lived  about  the 
year  170,  expreisly  declared,  that  a  Syriac  verfion  of  the 

Bible 

■  It  cannot  be  denied  that  Abgarus,  who  wa^  king  of  Edefla  from  the 
V^  year  after  the  birth  of  Chrift  to  the  year  45,  was  converted  to  Chrif- 
tianity, though  the  letters,  which  are  faid  to  have  pafled  between  bin 
dad  Chrift,  are  probably  not  genuine.  See  Bayer's  Hiftoria  Ofrhoena, 
P'  95>"^I25^.  This  Abgarus,  acccording  to  Gregorius  Bar  Hebraeusj^ 
^utlt  a  church  at  EdeiTay  and  it  is  probable;  from  the  Chronicle  of  Edefla, 
tbat  this  church  was  not  built  like  thofe  of  the  poorer  primitive  Chrif- 
tians  of  the  Weft,  but  that  it  was  erected  in  the  form  of  a  temple,  and 
"with  a  row  of  fteps  that  led,  to  the  Holy  Place.  For  it  is  related  in  the 
Chronicle,  that  in  a  flood,  which  happened  at  Edefta  in  the  year  20a,  the 
watec  entered  not  only  into  the  church,  but  rofe  as  high  as  the  Holy 
Place,  which  was  elevated  feveral  fteps  above  the  other  parts  of  the  build-^ 
ing.  The  cuftom  of  erefting  churches  in  the  form  of  temples  feems  to 
^Ave  been  firft  introduced  in  Syria,  afid  thence  communicated  to  the 
Cluiitian  countries  in  Europe, 
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Bible  at  that  tlm^  exifted  *",  for  in  his  Commentarjr  od 
the  Septuagint,  Gen.  xxit  13.  he  .fays,  "  The  Syriac 
and  the  Hebrew  hate  in  this  paflfkge  the  word  *  hang-;< 
ing/  .in  order  to  render  it  a  more  confpicvpus  type  of 
the  crofs '."  Manes  alfo,  in  his  difputes  with  the  Chrif- 
tians  of  the  Eaft,  quoted  the  New  Teftament,  ^et  he 
is  known  to  have  been  ignorant  of  Greeks  and  could 
have  read  the  New  Teftament  oiily  in  the  Syriae :  £he 
verfion  therefore  is  prior  to  the  age  of  Manes  *J  I^ftly^ 
it  appears  from  the  teftimony  of  Jeforfti  that  the  Syriac 
Bible  was  in  his  time  read  publicly  in  the  churches,  for 
he  fays,  Ephrem  the  Syrian  is  held  in  fuch  veneration^ 
that  his  writings  are  read  in  feveral  churches  immedi- 
ately after  the  leffons  from  the  Bible  ^i 

I  am  not  ignorant  that  the  Oriental  writers  too  often 
intermix  in  their  hiftories  truth  and  fable,  but  in  cafes 
where  their  evidence  alone  can  be  had,  it  is  unjuft  t6 
fcjedt  it  merely  becaufe  it  may  be  falfe  :  and  according 
to  this  evidence  the  Syriac  verfion  was  made  in  the  firfl: 
century  ^  Grcgorius  Bar  Hebneus,  who  is  l^etter 
known  under  the  name  of  Abulpharagius,  and  whom 
vre  juftly  venerate  as  the  beft  hiftorian  of  Syria,  writes; 

*  that  the  New  Teftament  wa^  tranflated  in  the  days  of 
the  Apoftle  Addseusj  (i.  e.  Thaddseus)  *.  This  account 
of  Abulpharagius  would  be  rendeted  ftill  more  probable^ 
if  it  could  be  (hewn  that  the  tranflator  was  a  native  Jew^ 
becaufe  the  period  in  which  the  Jews  were  converted  to 
Chriftianity  was  undoubtedly  confined  to  the  firft  cen- 

.  tury :  and  though  I  cannot  prefume  to  give  pofitive 
evidence,  yet  I  have  difcovered  traces  in  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion,, as  will  appear  from  the  eighth  feftion,  which  feem 
at  leaft  to  juftify  the  fuppofition. 

•  The  fubfcription  of  a  Syriac  manufcript  of  the  four 

Gofpels, 

w  Vid.  Mil  Hi  Prolegomena,  §  1239. 

*  See  ch.  ii.  §  2.  of  this  Introduction,  and  Beaufobre  Hifloire  d« 
JWanicheifme*. 

y  Waltoni  Prolegomena,  p.  91. 

»  See  Aflemani  Blbliotheca' Orientalis,  Tom.  II.  p.  I79,  and  Xh^  la- 
dcx  to  the  .3^  vol.  art,  Addsus, 
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Gofpels,  mentioned  in  the  fecond  volume  of  AfTemati,* 
p,  486.  goes  fo  far  as  to  determine  the  name  of  the 
tranflator.    The  words  are  as  follows,  *  At  Edeiia  wasi 
a  written  Gofpel,  ancient  but  ftill  legible.     Not  a  (ingle 
iota  was  erafed,  and  it  could  more  eafily  be  read  thaa 
many  modern  book?,  but  by  reafon  of  its  great  age  the 
ten  firft  leaves  had  been  loft.     At  the  end  was  the  fol-* 
lowing  Cubfcription : 
*  This  facred  book  was  finiftied  o^  Wednefday  the 
eighteenth  day  of  the  firft  month  Conun  (Decem- 
ber), in  the  year  389  (of  the  Greeks,  i.  e.  in  the 
year  of  Chrift  78),  by  the  hand  of  the  Apoftle 
Achaus,  a  fellow-labourer  of  Mar  Maris,  and  a 
difciple  of  the  Apoftle  Mar  Adaus,  whom  we  in- 
treat  to  pray  for  us.     Amen/ 

But  Ridley^  in  his  diflertation  De  Syriacis  verfionibus 
Novi  Teftamenti,  p.  20.  has  made  many  weighty  ob- 
jeftions  j  i .  If  Achaeus  be  the  fame  perfon  whofe  nanie 
is  fometimes  written  Aghseus,  who  is  defcribed  as 
the  (ucceffor  of  Thaddasus^  and  predeceflbr  of  Mar 
Maris  at  Edeffa,  it  cannot  poffibly  have  been  written 
in  78,  becaufe  Achaeus  died  in  48.  2.  At  leaft  three 
of  the  Gofpels,  and  the  epiftles  were  not  written  before 
his  death.  To  thefe  objections  may  be  added,  that 
even  in  the  year  78,  the  feveral  books  of  the  New  Tef- 
tamcnt  could  have  hardly  been  coUefted  into  a  volume, 
an  event  which.undoubtedly  took  place  before  theSyriac 
verfion  was  made,  as  may  be  inferred  from  ch.  vi.  §  2* 
of  this  Introdudion.  The  evidence  therefore  of  this 
Syriac  manufcript  is  of  no  authority. 

A  very  convincing  argument  for  the  antiquity  of  the 
Pefliito  is  its  general  reception  among  sdi  the  fefts  of 
the  Syrian  Chriftians,  a '  circumftance  which  evidently 
proves  it  to  have  been  in  general  ufe  before  the  Syrian 
church  was  divided  into  parties®.  Another  argument 
in  its  favour  is  the  omiffion  of  feveral  books,  which  were 
afterwards  received  by  the  Syrians.  The  old  tranflator 
muft  have  made  his  verfion,  if  not  before  the  book  of 
Revelation,  was  written,  at  leaft  before  it  was  acknpw- 

ledgecl 
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iedged  al  cailonical ;  and  the  epiftle  of  St:  Jude,  wIiicH 
was  alfo  omitted  in  the  Pefliito>  was  acknowledged  by 
the  Syrians  as  a  work  of  divine  authority;  fo  early  as  the 
fourth  century,  as  appears  froni  the  quotations  of  Eph- 
rem.  But  long  before  that  period  the  fepiftle  to  the 
Hebrews  had  been  admitted  into  the  Syriac  Teftament^ 
yet  the  tranflator  lived  in  a  later  age  than  the  author  of 
the  other  books  of  the  Peftiito,  as  I  have  (hewn  above 
in  the  fecond  fcdtion,  and  could  confirm  by  ftill  more 
convincing  arguments.  This  is  a  very  fatisfaftory  proof 
of  the  high  antiquity  of  this  verfion^ 

The  manner,  in  which  certain  words  and  phrafes  are 
Iranflated  in  the  Syriac  Teftament,  affords  likewifo  a  pre- 
fumption  in  favour  of  its  antiquity.  We  know  that  the 
diftinftion  between  bilhops  and  elders  was  introduced 
into  fhe  Chriftian  church  in  a  very  early  age^  yet  this 
diftindtion  was  unknown  to  the  Syriac  tranilaton  2u> 
sTFurxoTToigy  Phil.  i.  I.  he  tranflates  *  with  the  elders,*  and 
tTTKntowTiy  I  Tim.  iii.  i .  *  the  office  of  an  elder  *•'  The 
names  alfo  of  places  and  perfom,  which  had  not  been 
clearly  expreffed  in  the  Greek,  are  written  with  more 
orthographical  accuracy  than  could  haye  been  expefted 
from  a  writer  who  had  lived  in  a  century,  when  the  me- 
mory of  thofe  names  was  loft  ^  :  and  were  I  not  unwil- 
ling to  detain  the  reader,  I  could  illuftrate  this  obferva* 
tion  by  the  names  Alphsus,  Cleopas,  Capernaum,  Ifca-* 
riotes,  Kananites,  and  many  others. 

In  the  kft  place  Ephrem,  who  lived  about  the  year  of 
Chrift  370,  quotes  the  New  Teftament  according  to  the 
Syriac  verfion  now  extant  ".  See  his  Syriaq  works,  pub*- 
liflied  at  Rome",  V61. 1.  18.  37.  137.  i89,22i.  313. 
318.  331.  357.  395.  where  we  find  the  following paflages 

2uoted  from  our  literal  Syriac  verfion,  John  i.  3.  xiii.  16* 
)oI.  iii.  ^,  Gal.  i.  I.  Matth. xxii*  40,  Ephef.  ii.  19* 
1  Tim.  vi.  6.  i  Pet.  i.  ii.  Matth.  iii.  17.  Luke  i.  78* 
Gal.  iii.  i3.  It  is  true,  that  in  fome  examples  his  quo- 
tations are  fomewhat  different,  where  he  quoted  either 
from  memory,  or  found  iniiis  copy  a  reading  different 
Jproo)  our  own  ^  but  it  is  certain  that  he  ufed  the  Pefhito. 

The 
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The  foregoing  obfervation  was  firft  made  by  my  father» 
in  his  remarks  on  Bcngel's  Treatife  de  Irnceritate  N.  T. 
tuenda.  Ridley,  in  his  differtation  de  verfionibus  Sy- 
riacis  N.  T.  feft.  vii.  carried  the  inquiry  ftill  further; 
but  the  mod  complete  and  moft  accurate  treatife  on  this 
fubjeft  is  Storr*s  Obfervationes  fuper  N.  T.  verfionibus 
Syriacis.  Ephrem,  in  his  expofition  of  the  Old  Tefta- 
ment,  refers  conftantly  to  the  Syriac  verfion ;  and  as 
every  Chriftian  would  begin  his  tranflation  of  the  Bible 
with  that  part  which  is  of  the  greateft  importance,  the 
verfion  of  theNewTeftaraent  muft  have  been  made  long 
before  the  time  of  Ephrem, 

The  inference  to  be  deduced  from  the  feveral  argu- 
ments advanced  in  this  feftion  is,  that  the  Syriac  verfion 
was  made  either  at  the  end  of  the  firft,  or  the  begiri- 
ning  pf  the  fecond  century  ". 


SECT,    VII. 


dnfwer  to  feveral  objeSions  in  regard  to  the  antiquity  of  the, 

Syriac  verfion. 

tr  A  V I N  G  examined  the  pofitive  grounds  of  the  an- 

"^  tiquity  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  I  have  now  to  refute 
the  arguments  which  have  been  brought  againft  it. 

1.  Th^  Syriac  tranflator  has  fometimes  made  ufe  of 
Latin  words,  which  were  not  current  before  the  middle 
ages;  for  inftance  Matth.  xxvii.  65.  x«r«^»«  is  tranflated 
by  jjj^flioo,  queftipnarius.  See  Grotius  upon  this  paf* 
fage,  and  Voflius  de  tranflatione  70  interpretum,  c.  28, 

Anfwer.  This  is  a  mere  erratum  in  Widmanftad's  edi- 
tion, and  Ihould  be  written  j^juftakao,  cuftonde,  which  is 
St.  Matthew's  Greek  word  in  a  Syriac  drefs  *.  This  an- 
fwer was  given  by  Simon  in  his  hift.  crit.  des  Verf. 
p.  164.  but  Ridley  has  aftually  found  in  his  two  manu- 
fcripts  |*^^i»Qo,  which  is  St.  Matthew's  Greek  word  xar«- 
'Mt,exprefled  letter  for  letter.  See  lys  differtation  de 
verf.  fyr.  N,T*p.  21. 
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2.  In  the  Syrkc  New  Teftament  are  ufed  Greek  words 
.which  were  unknown  to  the  ancient  Greeks,  forinftance, 
\n^a> ,  Cmo,  a  treafiire,  which  is  derived  from  the  modem 
Greek  word  arupoir,  lilver  *i 

Anfwer.    This  is  not  a  Greek  but  an  Oriental  Word*, 

and  is  written  in  Arabic  jL. 

3*  The  Syriac  tranflator,  Rom^  i.  x6.  and  in  many 
other  places,  calls  the  Greeks  \^^  or  Romans,  a  name 
which  was  never  given  them  before  the  tinie  of  Conftan- 
tine  the  Great,  when  Byzantium  became  Roma  Nova, 
and  the  territory  about  that  city  acquired  the  title  c^ 
Romania. 

Anfwer.  This  obje&ion  rcfults  from  the  grofleft  ig- 
iiorance.  The  6reeks  are  always  called  j^joi  in  the  Sy- 
riag  Teftament*,  an  inftance  of  which  is  Rom.  i.  14. 
and  the  Romans  }^w^^? .  The  name  in  queftion,  («to(> 
was  given  to  the  Syrians  *,  and  afterwards  to  the  Hea- 
thens in  general.  Hence  the  Syriac  tranflator  ufes  this 
word  when  OCknm  is  to  be  rendered  Heathens.  The  only 
inference  which  can  be  drawn  from  the  application  of  this 
title  is,  that  the  Syriac  yeriion  was  made  in  a  country 
Where  Aramaeans,  not  Greeks,  could  be  confidered  in 
oppofition.  to  Jews,  that  it  was  made  therefore  not  on 
this  fide  of  the  Euphrates,  where  many  Greeks  refided, 
but  inMefopotamia,  and  probably  in  Edefla,  the  Eaftern 
metropolis  of  the  Chriftian  countries. 

4*  The  Syriac  verfion  has  the  conclufion  of  the  Lord's 
*  prayer,  'for  thine  is  the  kingdom,  and  the  power,  and 
the  glory,  for  ever.*  Now  as  thefe  words  were  not  in  St. 
Matthew  before  the  time  of  Chryfoftom,  the  tranflation 
in  which  they  are  found  muft  have  been  made  in  a  later 
period.  This  doubt  is  raifed  by  Mill  S  Prol.  1 256, 1257.. 

Anfwer,     It  is  not  abfolutely  certain  that  the  conclu- 
fion of  the  Lord's  prayer  is  fpurious. 

But  admitting  it  to  be  fpurious,  the  Syriac  verfion 
may  be  Ancient,  though  the  addition  be  modern,  it  hav- 
ing 

1 
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ing  met  with  the  fate  of  other  books,  and  fuifeTed  from 
the  interpolation  of  tranfcribers.  This  obfervation  was 
made  by  my  father  in  his  treatife  de  var.  led.  N.  T. 
§  70.  72.  77.  and  confirmed  by  feveral  arguments. 

5.  Wetftein,  in  his  proleg.  p.  109.  brings  this  further 
charge  ^ainft  the  Syriac  verfion,  that,  Afts  xxi.  7.  the 
city  Ptolemais  is  called  Acco,  a  name  which  it  bears 
Judges  i-  31.  and  concludes  that  this  verfion  is  modern, 
being  of  opinion  that  Ptolemais  refumed  not  the  name 
of  Acco  till  after  the  conquefts  of  the  Saracens. 

Anfwer.     This  inference  appears  to  me  t^^be  a  para- 
dox, for  Wetftein  denies  not  that  the  city  in  queftion 
was  called  Acco  a  thoufand  years  before  the  time  of 
Chrift,  and  the  Oriental  names  of  cities  were  ever  re- 
tained by  the  inhabitants,  though  Greek  names  are  given 
them  by  the  Greek  writers.  Thofe  who  have  learned  Ori-' 
cntal  geography  from  the  Arabic  authors,  muft  be  fat  if- 
fied  of  the  truth  of  this  affertion;  and  thofe  who  arc  un- 
acquainted with  Arabic,  may  refer  to  Ammianus  Mar- 
cellinus.  Lib.  XIV.  hift.  not  far  from  the  beginning  of 
the  book,  where  it  is  exprefsly  faid  that  the  Greek  and 
Latin  proper  names  were  never  current  in  the  Eaft.     In 
the  Coptic  verfion  even  Alexandria  is  called  not  by  the 
Greek  name,  but  is  conftantly  ftyled  Racoti.     See  Jab- 
lonlki  Pantheon  -/Egypt.  Lib.  II.  cap.  v.  p.  232.     But 
if  we  fuppofe,  with  Wetftein,  that  the  ancient  Oriental 
name  of  Acco  had  been  loft  before  the  time  of  the  Sara- 
cens, and  the  city  known  only  by  the  name  of  Ptolemais, 
its  original  title  would  have  been  hardly  recovered  by  a 
barbarous  and  unlettered  nation. 

6.  Wetftein  in  the  fame  paragraph  charges  the  Syriac 
verfion  with  feveral  falfe  tranflations,  which  he  quotes  as 
inftances  of  grofs  ignorance. 

Anfwer.  Admitting  the  chai^  to  be  true,  it  is  no 
argument  againft  the  antiquity  ofthe  verfion,  as  the  an- 
cients were  as  liable  to  error  as  the  moderns. 

7.  Wetftein  further  objeds  that  in  the  Syriac  verfion 
the  quotations  from  the  Old  Teftament  are  tranllated 
not  from  the  Septuagint,  as  they  ftand  the  New  Tcf- 

c  z  tament» 
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tottnetit,  but  from  the  Hebrew;  an  alteration  which 
would  hardly  have  been  made  in  the  time  of  the 
Apoftles, 

Anfwer.  If  this  aflcrtion  were  founded  in  faft,  it 
would  ftill  prove  nothing  to  the  difparagenicnt  of  the 
Syriac  verfion ;  for  a  tranflator  in  the  time  of  the  Apof- 
tles,  as  well  as  in  a  later  age,  might  have  ufed  the  He- 
brew Bible,  and  fuppofed  that  the  quotations  from  the 
Old  Teftament  might  with  propriety  be  regulated  ac- 
cording to  the  origmal.  On  the  contrary,  this  argu- 
ment provii  rather  the  high  antiquity  of  this  verfion ;  \ 
for  if  the  tranflator  confulted  the  Hebrew  Bible,  he  was 
probably  a  native  Jew,  and  therefore  of  the  firft  century^ 
the  Hebrew  language  being  underftood  by  hardly  any 
of  the  later  Chriftians,  not  excepting  the  moft  learned  of 
^  the  Syrian  fathers.  But  the  aflertion  of  Wetftein  is  not 
agreeable  to  the  truth,  fince  the  Syriac  tranflator  follows 
Very  frequently  the  Septuagint,  though  it  may  t)e  ob- 
ferved  in  many  places  that  he  was  not  unacquainted  with 
the  Hebrew  text.  This  fubjed:  appears  to  me  to  deferve 
i.  more  accurate  inquiry,  and  though  I  cannot  enter  into 
It  at  prefent,  I  will  confider  it  in  future  more  attentively. 

8.  According  to  Wetftein,  Fabricius  declared  that 
the  quotations  from  the  New  Teftament,  in  the  worki 
of  Ephrem  the  Syrian,  were  different  from  thofe  in  our 
Syriac  verfion. 

Anfwer.  Fabricius  was  miftakcn,  as  appears  from  the 

latter  part  of  the  preceding  feftion.     He  is  juftly  cele* 

'  brated  in  the  republic  of  letters,  but  he  had  not  fufficient 

]  information  of  the  works  of  Ephrem,  with  which  we  are 

much  better  acquainted  at  prefent  than  in  the  beginning 

.of  the  century* 

9.  Wetftein  qbjefts  that  in  the  manufcripts  of  the 
Syriac  verfion  are  found  the  Canons  of  Eufebius  and  his 
letter  to  Carpianus. 

Anfwer.  This  is  no  more  an  argument  againft  the 
antiquity  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  than  the  modern  divifion 
into  chapters  againft  the  antiquity  of  the  Septuagint 
verfion,  and  if  valid,  would  equally  prove  the  Greek 

Tefta^ 
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Teftatnent  to  have  been  written  later  than  the  age  of 
Eufebius. 

10.    The  late  La  Croze  alfo,    in  bis  Thef.  Epift. 
Tom.  IL  p.  282.  denies  the  antiquity  of  our  printed 
Syriac  verfion.      He  fuppofes  it  to  be   the  work  ©f 
Xenayas,  and  is  of  opinion  that  the  true  ^«M;^,  or  an- 
cient Syriac  verfion,  is  to  be  fought  amongft  the  Syrian 
C'lriftians  in  Malabar*.     In  fupport  of  this  aliertion^ 
he  alleges  that  Greg.  Abulpharagius,  p,  280,  281.  citcf 
Luke  xii.  24.  *  confider  the  Ravens,',  in  the  Syriac  as 
follows,  KrmS)l  rxn  (for  thus  it  (hould'  be  #httcn,  the 
words  being  fo  difguifed  in  the  printed  edition  of  his 
letters  as-  to  be  devoid  of  meaning)  whereas  in  our 
printed  Syriac  Tellament  we  read  Miy^l  Tp3iW.     I  might 
alk,  whence  it  appears  that  Abulpharagius  quoted  the 
old  verfion,  and  not  that  of  Xenayas,  which  would  de- 
ftroy  at  once  the  whole  argument.     But  this  is  uhne- 
cefl'ary,  for  Abulpharagius,  like  all  the  Fathers  of  the 
Church,  has  fometimes  confounded  the  words  of  one 
Evangelift  with  thofe  of  another.     Our  printed  Syriac 
verfion  has  the  fame  words  i^rfTQl  mn,  Matth.  vi,  26* 
which  is  parallel  to  the  pafl^^e  in  St.  Luke.  .  As  La 
Croze  was  one  of  the  moft  learned  men  of  this  century, 
it  were  to  be  wiQied  that  he  had  communicated  his 
other  doubts  concerning  the  antiquity  of  the  Syriac  . 
verfion;  for  he  tells  us,  multa  quae  idem  adferunt  ob- 
fervavi.     But  perhaps  they  were  not  more  confiderable 
than  that  already  refuted ;  for  though  his  abilities  were 
great,   yet  he  tandidly  confeffes  that  he  had  made  no 
great  progrefs  in  the  Syriac.    Thef.  la  Croze,  Tom.  III. 
P'  33'     We  ftiould  otherwife  have  been  influenced  by 
the  bare  opinion  of  fo  learned  a  man,  though  unfup- 
ported  by  arguments.     I  muft  not  foi^et  to  mention 
that  I  could  not  find  the  quotation  in  Abulpharagius, 
and  therefore  in)iagine  there  mufl  be  an  error  in  the 
number  of  the  page  to  which  La  Croze  has  referred. 
Several  perfons,  though  men  of  learning,  have  mif- 

takfen 

^  In  that  countiy  we  ihoiild  probably  find  the  copies  in  a  very  corrupft 
ta«.  8ec  the  latter  part  of  feft.  5. 
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taken  the  ancient  Peftiito  for  the  more  modern  verfipn 
of  Xenayas ;  Bengel,  in  his  tradtatio  de  finceritate  N.  T. 
tuenda,  was  guilty  of  this  error,  in  anfwer  to  which  I  re- 
ferred my  readers  m  the  firft  edition  of  this  work  to  the 
Biblioth.  Orient.  Tom.  II.  24.  publiflied  by  Afleman, 
who  was  acquainted  with  both  verfions,and  has  pointed 
out  their  difference ;  and  in  the  Relat.  de  libris  novis, 
Tafcic.  III.  p^  97,  I  cxtraded  from  Blanchini  a  part  of 
the  verfion  of  Xenayas,  with  a  view  of  fhewing  how  it 
differed  froi»  the  ancient  verfion.  But  (ince  the  later 
verfion,  formerly  in  the  pofTeflion  of  Ridley,  which  I 
fliall  defcribe  in  a  following  fedlion,  has  been  collated 
by  Wetftein,  and  the  extracts  given  among  his  various 
readings,  we  need  only  open  our  eyes  to  fee  the  dif- 
tiniilion**' 

1 1.  To  the  foregoing  doubts  which  have  been  raiied 
by  others,  I  will  add  a  difficulty  which  formerly  gave 
me  no  fmall  uneafinefs.  Several  proper  names,  which 
could  not  have  been  unknown  in  the  lirft  century,  are 
written  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner,  though  the  tranf- 
lator  appears  in  other  refpefts  to  have  been  a  man  of 
learning.  For  inftance,  2  Cor.  xi.  32.  Aretas  is  written 
,^jfiat;j,  Aretos.  Now  was  it  poffible  that  a  prince,  who 
had  ruled  in  Damafcus,  could  have  been  fo  foon  forgot- 
ten in  Syria  ?  and  why  was  the  name  written  according 
to  the  Greek,  and  not  according  to  the  Syriac  (xtho* 
graphy  ? 

Anfwer.  It  is  true  that  the  name  of  this  prince,  in 
the  Syriac  language  is  z?jw.  But  both  Syrians  and  Ara- 
bians have  adopted  fbmetimes  a  two-fold  orthography, 
ufing  i^  their  own  original  works  the  Oriental  names, 
and  retaining  the  Greek  terminations  in  tranflating  from 
the  Greek  ^  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  VII.  p.  157, 
158.  or  the  Syriac  GramjBar,  §  631  ^ 
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Of  the  author  of  the  Syrian  verfion^  the  place  where  it  was 

written^  its  charaRer^  and  ufe. 

t*  T  cannot  with  any  certainty,  or  even  probability,  be 
•*•  determined  who  was  the  author  of  the  Syriac  verT 
fion ;  for  though  the  Syrians  afcribe  it  fometimes  to  the 
Evangelift  St,  Mark,  at  other  times  to  Thaddaeus,  or  as; 
they  call  him  Adaeus,  or  his  fucceffor  Achaeus,  yet  their 
accounts  are  confirmed  by  no  authorities,  and  Achseus,  as 
well  as  his  predeceflbr  Adaeus,  died  before  the  firft  publi- 
cation of  the  Greek  Teftament,  as  was  (hewn  in  the  fixth 
feftion.  See  Simon  Hid.  Crit.  des  verf.  du  N.  T. 
p.  1 60.  and  Affemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  p.  212. 
If  I  am  not  miftaken,  certain  traces  of  an  ancient  fuper- 
ftition,  with  regard  to  the  holinefs  of  celibacy,  are  ob- 
fervable  in  this  verfion,  which  cannot  be  attributed  to 
the  Apoftles,  namely,  i  Con  vii.  2..  6,  7.  for  the  fecond 
verfe,  *  let  every  man  have  his  own  wife,'  is  rendered, 
*  let  every  man  keep  his  own  wife ','  as  if  St.  Paul  in- 
tendefl  not  to  recommend  an  entrance  into  the  marriage 
ftatCj  but  only  a  continuance  in  it  to  thofe  who  were 
already  married  i  v.  6*  %a,ra  <r\jyyyiaiAn¥y  is  rendered,  *  as 
weakV  and  v.  7.  is  added  the  expreflion  jZjQ^ja,  *iil 
purity  V 

It  has  been  the  common  opinion  in  Europe,  though 
it  was  never  fuppofed  in  Afia*,  that  Antioch,  where  the 
difciples  were  firftxalled  Chriftians,  is  the  place  where 
the  Syriac  verfion  was  made.  But  this  opinion  is  not 
only  unfounded  on  hiftorical  evidence,  but  is  highly  im- 
probable in  itfelf,  and  proceeds  from  an  ignorance  of  that 
country;  for  Greek  being  the  current  language  in  all  the 
cities  to  the  weft  of  the  Euphrates,  and  elpecially  at  An- . 
tioch,  no  motive  could  have  exifted  for  making  a  tranfla* 
tion  of  the  Greek  Teftament  in  that  city.  Though  no 
tradition  were  ftill  e^^tant  that  the  Syriac  verfion  was 
Written  at  Edeffa,  it  would  natui*ally  occur  as  the  moft 

c  4  probable 
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probable  place,  it  being  a  city  where  the  Chriftian  reli- 
gion was  planted  in  the  firfl:  century,  was  adopted  by  its 
fovereigns,  who  erefted  churches  with  all  the  magnifi- 
cence of  heathen  temples,  was  thence- early  and  widely 
propagated  in  the  eaftern  parts  of  Afia,  and  a  city  not 
only  whofe  language  was  Syriac,  but  which  during  many 
ages  was  the  eaftern  metropolis  of  the  Chriftian  world. 

It  is  fomcwhat  difficult  to  afligr\  a  reafon  for  its  being 
called  l^-*Aa :  this  at  leaft  is  certain/  that  the  ;iame  is 
not  derived  frolcn  the  literalnefs  of  the  verfion,  as  many 
have  fuppofed,  becaufe  the  Syriac  word  is  tninflated 

*  fimplex,*  for  it  is  much  lefs  fo  than  any  other  Syriac 
.tranllation,  and  the  over-literal  Philoxenian  verfion  is 
rather  entitled  to  this  epithet.  But  I  would  tranflate 
li-AAa,  *  pure,  uncorrupted,  accurate,*  and  fuppofe  that 
the  Syrians  gave  it  this  title  to  exprefs  their  confidence 
in  its  fidelity.  The  word  itfelf  is  ufed  more  than  once 
in  the  Syriac  Teftament :  Matth.  vi.  22.  Luke  xi.  34. 
Col.  iii.  22.  it  is  put  for  ocrrXngj  where  *  fimple'  fignifies 

*  honeft;'  Rom.  xvi.  18.  it  is  ufed  foi"  axaxoo  and  Heb. 
i;  5.  for  cuS-uf. 

The  Pefhito  is  the  very  beft  tranllation  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,'  that  I  have. ever  read;  that  of  Luther, 
thpugh  in  fome  refpedts  inferior  to  his  tranflation  of  the 
Old  Teftament,  holding  the  fecond  rank.  Of  all  the 
Syriac  authors,  with  which  I  am  acquainted,  not  ex- 
cepting Ephrem  and  BarHebrjeus,  its  language  is  the 
moft  elegant  and  pure,  not  loaded  with  foreign  words, 
like  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  and  other  later  writings, 
and  difcovers  the  hand  of  a  mafter,  in  rendering  thofe 
paflages,  where  the  two  idioms  deviate  from  each  other. 
It  has  no  marks  of  the  ftifFnefs  o#  a  tranflation,  but  is 
written  with  the  eafe  and  fluency  of  an  original ;  and 
this  excellence  of  ftyle  muft  be  afcribed  to  its  antiquity, 
and  to  its  being  written  in  a  city  that  was  the  refidence 
of  Syrian  kings.  See  Rom.  ix.  20.  *xiii.  1.  Heb.  vii. 
3.  8.  Acts  V.  37.  xix.  39.  xxii.  3.  xxyii.  3.  compared 
with  the  firft  feftion  of  the  Cura?  in  Aft.  Apoft.  Syr. 
where  I  have  pointed  out  the  excellent  manner  in  which 


SECT.  VIII.       Ancient  Verjions  cfthe  N.  T.  41 

the  Syriac  tranflator  has  rendered  the  Greek  phrafes^ 
and  in  the  third  and  fixth  feftion  of  the  Curae  other  ex- 
amples are  quoted.     It  is  true  that  the  Syriac  verfion, 
like  ail  human  produftions,  is  not  .deftitute  of  faults, 
and,  what  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  blemifli,  differs 
frequently  from  the  modern  modes  of  explanation  :  but 
I  know  of  none  that  is  fo  free  from  error,  and  none  that 
I  confult  with  fo  much  confidence,  in  cafes  of  difficulty 
and  doubf .     I  have  never  met  with  ^  fingle  inftance 
where  the  Greek  is  fo  interpreted,  ^s  to  betray  a  weak* 
nefs  and  ignorance  in  the  tranflator ;   and  though  ia 
many  other  tranflations  the  original  is  rendered  in  fo  ex- 
traordinary a  manner  as  almoft  to  excite  a  fmile,  the  Sy- 
riac verfion  muft  be  ever  read  with  profound  veneration. 
Several  explanations  that  were  neceffary  for  a  Greek 
reader  are  omitted  in  the  Syriac  verfion,  a$  being  ufelels 
to  a  native  Syrian  :  for  inftance,  thofe  of  Eli,  Eli,  lama 
fabadhani^    Matth.  xxvii.  46.  Ephphatha,  Mark  vii* 
34.  Siloam,  John  ix.  7.  Tabitha,  A6i:s  ix.  36.  Talitha 
kumi,  Mark  v.  41.  Corban,  Mark  vii.  11.  and  Meffias» 
John  iv*  25.     However,  it  is  uncertain  whether /his 
omiffion  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  ancient  tranflator,  or 
to  fubfequent  tranfcribers.    See  the  Curse,  p.  60.     The 
affinity  of  the  Syriac  to  the  dialeft  of  Paleftine  is  fo 
great,  as  to  juflify  in  fome  refpeds  the  aflertion,  that  the 
Syriac  tranflator  has  recorded  the  aftions  and  fpeeches 
of  Chrifl  in  the  very  language  in  which  he  fpake.     The 
dialeft  of  Jerufalem  was  Eaft-Aramsean,  or,  as  we  call 
it,  Chaldee,  and  according  to  this  dialed  are  written  the 
Aramaean  words  that  are  found   in  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  for  inflance  Afts  i.  19.   i  Cor.  xvi.  22.     The  Sy- 
riac New  Teftament  is  written  in  the  fame  language,  but 
in  a  different  dialeft.  In  Galilee,  though  Weft- Aramaean 
was  fpoken,  that  is  the  dialedt  of  Syria  on  this  fide  the 
Euphrates,  and  of  Mefopotamia,  yet  it  was  extremely 
cormpted,  as  may  be  gathered  from  the  writings  of  the 
Sabii^    The  Syriac  New  Teftament  was  certainly  not 

written 

*^  See  Wctftein's  Note  to  Matth.  xxvi.  73,  and  Norberg  de  religioxie  ct 
Hngua  Sabaeorum,  publifhed  in  the  third  volume  o^^e  Commentaries  of 
tlie  Academy  of  Scien96s  in  Gottiii|:ei^ 
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written  in  this  corrupt  dialeft,  but  in  the  pureft  Mcfo- 
potamian  :  and  it  is  probable  that  Chrift,  though  edu- 
cated at  Nazareth,  ufed  not  the  dialeft  of  that  country, 
but  that  of  Judsea,  which  was  fpoken  by  Jofeph  and 
Mary :  at  lead  rx^^t^x  Ks/txt,  and  other  Araaisean  expref- 
fions,  are  not  Galilseanbut  pure  (JIhaldee.  The  differ- 
ence between  the  dialed  which  was  fpoken  by  Chrift, 
and  that  of  the  Syriac  tranllator,  confifted  almoft  wholly 
in  the  mode  of  pronouncing,  and  if  a  proper  ufe  had 
been  made  of  this  advantage,  the  Syriac  veffion  would 
be  the  moft  valuable  commentary  on  the  New  Tefl;a- 
ment.  Many  obfcure  paflages  would  be  made  clear,  if 
the  words  were  flill  on  record  which  Jefus  fpake  with  i 
his  difciples  in  the  Aramaean  language,  whether  the  dia- 
led be  called  Syriac  or  Chaldee.  But  the  tranllator  ap- 
pear$  not  to  have  been  fortunate  in  rendering  paflages 
of  this  nature,  of  which  I  will  produce  a  fingle  inflance, 

Matth.  XXviii.  I.  rv  unfuerxHO-t}  ci;  [aixv  vxiQxrup.    If  this 

had  been  tranflated  )^^«-^  ^  ;ou»,  everj'  Syrian  would 
have  immediately  underftood  it,  and  it  would  have  na- 
turally led  to  the  explanation  that  I  have  given  of  it  in 
the  fifth  feftion  of  the  fourth  chapte^^  Bqt  it  is  tranf- 
lated (^xfto  «^  ov^?  >  where  he  has  preferved  only  one 
half  of  the  Aramsean  idiom  :  and  I  have  frequently  ob- 
ferved  that,  where  it  is  almofl  unavoidable  to  render  a 
Syriafm  of  the  original  by  the  fame  turn  of  phrafe  in 
the  verfion,  the  tranflator  has  retained  it,  but  where  it 
tvas  lefs  obvious,  he  was  not  fo  fortunate  as  to  make 
the  difcovery.  This  circumftance  alone  affords  fufficipnt 
evidence,  that  the  Syriac  verfion  was  aot  written  by  oiie 
of  Chrifl*s  immediate  difciples. 

We  difcover  fbmetimes  in  the  Syriac  verfion,  a  Paro- 
nomafla,  which  was  a  favourite  figure  of  the  Oriental 
writers :  for  inflance  Afts  ii.  30.  where  m;  otrfvo;  avm 
is  tranflated  ymj:3> ,  in  reference  to  the  following  ym;Q3, 
though  the  fame  Greek  w^ord,  in  other  places,  is  ren-r 
dered  by  ^e^**     See  alfo  1  Cor.  ix*  13.  ^u^Aa  an4 


The  mode  adopted  by  the  Syriac  tranflator,  with  re- 
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Ipeft  to  the  quotations  from  the  OW  Teftament,  dc* 
ferves  a  more  accurate  inquiry  than  I  have  had  leifure 
to  make.  But  I  have  obferved,  i.  that  he  difcOvers 
fometimes  an  acquaintance  with  the  Hebrew  text:  2. 
that  the  quotations,  except  in  the  epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews, correfpond  not  to  the  text  of  the  Syriac  Old 
Teftament  in  fuch  a  manner,  as  to  juftify  the  fuppo- 
fition  that  they  v/tr^  taken  from  it. 

In  the  Cura^,  in  Aft.  Apoft.  §  vi.  p.  73,  74.  I  have 
taken  notice  of  certain  traces  in  the  Syriac  verfion^ 
which  lead  to  the  fuppofition  of  its  having  been  made 
by  a  native  Jew.  .  To  the  reafons  alleged  in  that  trea- 
tife,  which  1  fubmit  to  the  determination  of  my  readers, 
I  will  add,  that  the  Syriac  tranilator  appears  to  have 
been  fo  well  acquainted  with  Paleftine,  that  he  muft 
at  leaft  liave  vil^ted  that  country,  for  he  has  frequently 
reftored  geographical  names  in  the  Greek  Teftament 
to  their  true  Oriental  orthography.  Capernaum  is  writ- 
ten in  the  Syriac  Teftament  >oaM^f2L=>r  that  is,  the 
village  of  Nahum ;  Bethania,  is  written  ]-  *v  A^io ^ ; 
Bethphage  is  written  ^^  A-^o*  which  perfeftly  corre- 

fponds  to  its  fituation,  for  ^,  in  Arabic,  fignifies  *  a 
valley  between  two  oppofite  mountains,*  an  etymology 
which  alone  removes  a  contradiction  which  was  fup- 
pofed  to  exift  between  the  New  Teftament  and  the 
Talmud  * ;  and  Bethefda,  John  v.  2.  is  written  jjawA^-o, 
which  is  probably  conformable  to  the  derivation,  whe- 
ther we  tranflate  it  *  place  of  favour*,'  or  '  place  of  the 
conflux  of  waters  ^'  The  Syriac  verCon  therefore  is 
the  fureft,  and  indeed  the  only  guide,  in  difcovcring 
the  etymology  of  geographical  names,  for  the  Arabic 
verfions  are  too  modern,  and  in  other  tranflations  it  was 

impoffible 

*  The  Talmudifts  dcfcribc  Bethphage  as  being  clofc  to  Jerufalem,  the 
Evangelifts  as  being  fifteen  ftadia  diftant  from  it.  This  is  no  contra- 
di6tion,  becaufe  Bethphage  fignifies  the  valley  between  Jerufalem  and 
the  mount  of  Olives,  as  well  as  the  town  which  lay  on  the  other  fide  of 
the  mount  *•. 

«  FroraTDTf,  *  favour.' 

'  From  1^5^,  i  to  flpw  together"/ 


44  Ancient  Verfions  of  theN.T.       c  h  a  f  .  v  r  I  * 

impoffible  to  prefcrve  the  orthography  of  the  Eaft.  But 
this  praife  of  the  Syriac  verfion  I  will  not  carry  fo  far 
as  to  fuppofc  that  the  tranilator  was  never  miftaken,  nor 
contend  that  his  explanation  of  the  garden  and  houfo 
Gethfemane  {JibtryifAxyn  or  Ti^(ri/if*.Mih\  Matth.  xxvii. 
36.  viz.  v^fr^  ,  is  to  be  preferred  to  another  etymo- 
logy, firice  ah  inhabitant  of  Edefla  might  be  well  ac- 
quainted with  Judaea  in  general,  without  knowing  the 
origin  of  the  name  of  a  fummer-houfe  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  Jerufalem.  Agreeably  to  the  practice  of  the 
Syrians  in  tranflating  from  Greek  authors,  he  has  fome- 
times  retained  the  Greek'  orthography,  and  for  Na«»,  has 
nfed  ^[j  though  it  was  written  in  Hebrew  OVI.  See 
the  Syriac  Grammar,  §  63.  He  has  often  followed  the 
fame  rule  with  refpeft  to  the  names  of  perfons,  of  which 
cDo^iij  2  Cor.  ii.  32.  is  an  inftance;  and  his  etymology 
of  Barabbas,  Matth.  xxvii*  16.  M  r^»  ^^  different  from 
the  Hebrew,  as  Jerom  relates  in  his  remark  on  tiiis 
paflage,  that  he  is  called  in  the  Hebrew  Gofpcl,  filius 
magiftri  eorum,  which .  would  be  Dll  "XI  \  but  if  the 
Syriac  tranilator  was  miftaken,  it  was  no  dilhonour  to 
be  ignorant  in  regard  to  the  name  of  a  malefaftor. 

Simon,  in  his  Hift.  Grit,  des  Verf,  ch.x^.  has  treated  of 
the  ufe  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  and  has  taken  from  it  fome 
nfeful  extraOs.  John  Fr.  Bernd  has  written  a  treatife, 
entitled  Schediafma  de  primariis  veriionis  Syriacie  vir- 
tutibus,  Hala^  1732,  but  the,  author  was  at  that  tim^e 
not  poffeffed  of  the  Oriental  literature,  which  he  has 
difplayed  in  fome  later  writings :  Gutbier,  in  his  preface 
to  his  Syriac  Teftament,  has  alfo  made  remarks  on  this 
fubjeft,  but  they  are  made  for  the  moft  part  without 
judgement. 

Befide  the  critical  ufe  of  the  S3«:iac  verfion,  which 
will  be  examined  in  the  following  feftion,  it  leads  us 
fonietimes  to  juft  and  beautiful  explanations,  where 
other  help  is  infufficient,  for  inftance  Matth.  yi.  7, 
John  xvi.  2.  Rom.  ix.  22.  xiii.  3  '•  and  confirms  fome 
ancient  rites,  in  which  we  are  deeply  interefted,  fuch  as 

tjhe 

«  See  the  iirft  fedlion  of  the  Cunc, 
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Ihe  celebration  of  Sunday,  i  Cor.  xl.  20**.  And  in  dif- 
covering  either  the  meaning  of  an  unufual  word,  or  the 
unufual  meaning  of  a  common  word,  where  no  affiftancc 
can  be  had  from  the  Greek  authors,  the  Syriac  verfion 
may  be  of  Angular  fervice,  as  the  tranflator  was  probably 
acquainted  with  the  language  of  common  life,  as  well  as 
with  the  language  of  books,  and  is  at  leaft  of  equal  au- 
thority with- a  Greek  lexicon  of  later  ages, 

Latin  tranilations  have  been  added  to  the  Syriac  ver-^ 
lion,  in  order  to  render  its  ufe  more  general,  but  as  they 
are  very  erroneous '%  they  cannot  be  confulted  with 
fafety,  without  attending  at  the  fame  time  to  the  Syriac 
text. 


SECT.     IX. 

Critical  ufe  of  the  Syriac  verfion. 

'Tp  H  E  chief  advantage  to  be  derived  from  the  SyriaC 
^  verfion  is,  in  applying  it  to  the  purpofes  of  criti-* 
dim.  Its  high  antiquity,  and  frequent  deviation  from 
the  common  reading,  in  paffages  of  importance,  muft 
re^^ommend  the  ufe  of  it  to  every  critic,  who  in  general 
will  find  himfelf  rewarded  for  his  trouble.  Examples 
may  be  Ceen  in  MilFs  Prolegomena,  §  1246 — 1257, 
and  ftiil  more  in  the  fevetith  fedtion  of  the  Cur»,  where 
I  have  conftantly  marked  the  rarity  of  the  quoted  read- 
ing* Thofe  readings,  which  I  have  marked  as  rare,  are 
of  two  kinds  5  either  fuch  as  are  found  only  in  one,  two, 
or  three  manufcripts,  of  which  I  have  given,  in  the 
eleventh  feftion  of  the  Curse,  an  alphabetical  lift,  as  far 
as  regards  the  AAs  of  the  ApolUes ;  or  fuch  as  have 
been  hitherto  found  in  no  manufcript,  whether  this 
arifes  from  their  not  exifting  in  any  manufcript,  or  from 
a  negligent  examination  of  them,  a  misfortune  which, 
has  likewife  been  the  fate  of  the  Syriac  verfion  **. 

The  difference  between  the  Syriac  verfion,   and  the 
gwteft-part  of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  is  no  ground  for 

condemning 
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condemning  the  former.  It  is  natural  to  fuppofe,  from 
its  great  antiquity, .  that  it  muft  deviate  in  many  cafes 
from  the  Greek  manufcripts,  the  oldeft  of  which  were 
written  above  four  hundred  years  later,  and  are  moftly 
the  produce  of  countries  remote  from  Syria.  They  were 
probably  taken  neither  from  the  fame  copy,  nor  from 
the  fame  edition,  and  length  of  time  muft  have  rendered 
the  difference  ftill  greater.  But  on  the  other  hand,  we 
mufl  not  fuppofe  that  every  reading  is  genuine,  where 
.the  Syriac  vcrfion  differs  from  the  later  manufcripts,  be- 
caufe  the  ancient  Greek  copy,  that  was  ufefl  by  the  Sy- 
riaq  tranflator,  had  undoubtedly  its  faults,  the  verfion 
itfelf  has  not  defcended  unaltered  *  to  the  prefent  age  *, 
and  our  printed  editions  are  extremely  faulty.  Jt  is  al- 
moft  impoffible  therefore  to  give  general  rules  on  this 
fubjeft,  as  it  is  often  difficult  to  determine  whether  this 
difference  mufl  be  afcribed  to  an  error  in  the  ancient 
Greek  manufcript,  from  which  the  Syrian  tranflated,  to 
a  corruption  of  the  Syriac  text,  or  a  corruption  of  the 
Greek  manufcripts  that  are  now  extant.  This  point 
being  once  determined,  we  fhould  make  a  greater  pro- 
grefs  in  the  criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament  ^. 

In  ufing  the  Syriac  verfion,  we  muft  never  foiget  that 
our  prefent  editions  are  very  imperfeft,  and  not  con- 
clude, that  every  reading  of  the  Syriac  printed  text  was 
the  reading  of  the  Greek  manufcripts  gf  the  firft  century. 
Mark  xiii.  37.  we  find  ^coio^,  but  we  cannot  cer- 
tainly infer  from  this  expreffion,  that  the  reading  in  the 
Greek  manufcripti,  ufed  by  the  Syriac  tranilator,  was  « 
h  u/An*  Xtyta  ucKnu  TMIN  Aiy«,  fince  it  is  poffible  that 
the  prefent  Syriac  word  is  an  erratum  for  ,^\-^\  ,  the 
reading  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion.  Here  though  wc 
may  conjefture  that  the  old  Greek  manufcript  had  the 
above  reading,,  yet  as  the  erratum  in  the  Syriac  is  fb 
eafy,  we  can  make  no  certain  conclufion  till  it  be  rati- 
fied by  the  authority  of  fome  Greek  manufcript.  The 
critic  muft  perform  what  the  editors  have  neglefted,  and 
above  all  things  endeavour  to  render  the  Syriac  text  as 

corre^ 

i  Curae,  feft.  6.  *  Curac,  fe^.  la. 


.N 
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correft  as  poffible.  For  this  purpofe,  if  he  has  no  Sy- 
riac  manufcripts  in  his  poffeffion,  he  may  have  recourfc 
to  the  Perfic  veriion  in  the  Gofpels,  and  to  the  Erpeniaa 
Arabic  veriion,,  in  the  Epiftles  and.Afts  of  the  Apoftles, 
as  recommended  in  my  father's  treatife  De  var.  left* 
Nov.  Teft.  caute  colligendis,  §66.  72.  77.  In  the 
fifth  and  fixth  feftions  of  the  Curae,  I  have  attempted  to 
follow  his  example,  but  till  we  have  more  knowledge  of 
the  old  Syriac  manufcripts,  we  (hall,  arrive  at  no  cer- 
tainty. In  ufing  the  common  editions  of  the  Syriac 
Teftament,  thole  of  Gutbier  and  Schaaf,  the  various 
readings  printed  at  the  end  muft  always  be  examined, 
becaufe  they  (hew  the  difference  between  thofe  and  the 
more  ^icient  editions,  a  caution  which  i^  the  more  nc- 
ceffary,  as  the  later  editors  have  had  the  imprudence  to 
interpolate  whole  paflages  in  the  Syriac  text,  namely  the 
beginning  of  John  viii,  Adts  viii.  37.  i  John  v.  7,  &c. 

The  extracts,  which  critics  have  hitherto  made  from 
theSyriac  verfion,are  very  incomplete,  altliough  it  is  uni* 
verfally  known,  and  has  been  more  ufed  than  any  other, 
or  perhaps  than  all  other  fources  of  critical  afliftance  to- 
gether. Mill,  who  was  unacquainted  with  Syriac,  was 
obliged  to  rely  on  the  Latin  tranilation,  the  confemience 
of  which  was  a  very  great  number  of  omiffions  and  mif* 
takes,  of  which  the  reader  will  find  an  account  in  the 
feventh  feftion  of  the  Curae:  I  have  never  counted  them, 
but  the  number  is  between  three  and  fix  hundred. 
Wetftein  has  ufed  it  with  more  accuracy,  yet  I  have 
counted  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  alone  three  hundred 
and  fixty  various  readings  in  the  Syriac  Teftament,  that 
Wetftein  has  either  omitted,  or  quoted  erroneoufly.  In 
the  Afts  of  the  ApoftJies,  if  the  remarks  of  Mill  be  ufed 
at  the  lame  time  with  thofe  in  the  Curae,  (for  I  have 
not  extra<5ted  a  fecond  time  what  others  had  done  be« 
fore)  the  reader  will  have  a.tolerably  complete  coUeftion 
from  that  book  of  the  Syriac  Teftament,  though  it  was 
impofiible  to  avoid  making  fome  omiffions,  which  I 
have  fince  difcovered.  J.  W.  Reufch,  a  clergyman  in 
Wolferftadt,  pubiiflied  at  Leipzig  in  1742,  Syrus  in- 

terpres 
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tcrpres  cum  fonte  N.  T.  Graeci  collatus,  the  moft  com- 
plete treatile  on  this  fubjeft :  it  may  be  ufed  by  thofe 
who  would  criticife  on  the  New  Teftament,  without  a 
knowledge  of  Syriac,  and  Wetflein  would  have  made 
iewer  mi  (takes,  if  he  had  paid  a  proper  attention  to  this 
work.  Yet,  in  collating  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  I  have 
found  in  it  many  omiflions,  and  the  reader  may  himfelf 
compare  it  with  the  fixth  and  feventh  fedions  of  the 
above-mentioned  Curse. 

The  preceding  obfervations  were  made  in  the  iecond 
edition  of  this  Introduftion ;  fince  that  time  a  publica- 
tion has  appeared,  in  which  the  errors  of  Mill  and  Ben- 
gel  are  more  fully  difplayed,  and  in  fome  meafure  cor- 
rcAed,  not  only  in  regard  to  the  Syriac,  but  other  Ori- 
ental verfionsw  This  publication  is  from  Profeffor  Bode, 
dated  1767,  with  the  following  rather  unfriendly  title, 
Pfeudocritica  Millio-Bengeliana^  five  traftatus  criticus, 
<juo  verfionum  Ikcrarum  orientalium,  Syriacs,  Arabi- 
carum,  Polyglottse,  Erpeniana^,  et  Romanae,,  Perfica- 
rum,  Polyglottae  et  Whelocianae,  iEthiopica&  et  Arme- 
nica^  allegationes  pro  variis  N.  T.  Graeci  leftionibus  a 
Jo.  Millio  et  Jo.  Alb.  Bengelio  fruftra  fa6ta&  plene  re- 
cenfentur,  refutantur,  et  eliminantur,  infertis  earundem 
verfionum  veris  allegationibus.  If  the  objeft  of  this 
work,  as  might  be  concluded  iirom  the  laft  words  of  the 
title,  were  not  only  to  correft  the  errors  of  Mill  and 
Bengel,  but  alfo  to  deliver  complete  extraAs  from  thefe 
verfions,  a  very  confiderable  part  has  been  negledted,  as 
will  appear  from  the  examples  which  I  have  taken  from 
only  two  chapters  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  and  which  I  will 
fubjoin  at  the  end  of  thisfeftion.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  is  poflible  that  the  author's  intention  was  merely  to 
amend  the  faults  of  his  predeceffors*,  and  it  is  even  pro- 
bable, as  he  has  taken  no  notice  of  thofe  inftances  which 
Jleufch  had  quoted  correAly.  But  in  this  cafe,  though 
y^  are  highly  indebted  to  the  learned  and  iijiduftrious 
profeffor,  yet  in  our  critical  rcfearches  into  the  various 
readings  of  the  New  Teftament,  his  extrads  will  be  in- 
fufficient,'  and  we  mufl:  always  have.recouife  t^  thcver- 
i^oa  itielf, 

The 
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The  following  are  the  above-mentioned  otniffions, 
taken  from  the  two  firft  chapters  of  St.  Mark,  being 
readings  of  the  Syriac  :that  are  found  neither  in  Mill, 
Bengel,  nor  Wetftein. 

Mark  i.  6.  Hv  Ss  Iwa^vuf  tviiiviAtvoi] — ^The  reading  of 
the  Syr.  veff.  is  «urof  ^f  0  luxyvn^  nv  tuStiufMyo^  svSvfAoty  which 
is  compounded  of  t|ie  reading  in  thisv<?rfe,  and  that  of 
Matth.  iii.  4.  It  is  probably  falfe,  yet  \yorthy  of  notice. 

xai    i<r^itty   ctK^iietg^ — xai    n    rfo^n  .^tuja   ax^i^fC,    from 

Matth.  iii.  4.  Thefe  two  examples  (hew,  that  tho 
charge  whif  h  is  laid  by  Jerom  tP,  the  Latin  verfions, 
that  the  text  of  one  Evangelift  had  been  altered  from 
that  of  another,  is  due  iikewife  to  the.  Syriac  verfion. 
Tatian's  Syriac  v/ork,  entitled  Diateffaron,  and  defcrib- 
ed  in  Aflemani  BibL  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  I.  p.  12,  13. 
might  have  given  rife  to  ^hefc  alterations.  See  the  latter 
part  of  the  feventh  fedion  of  this  chapter. 

Ver.  21.  £ud'£a);  roi^  o-aSSao-iv  £ir£A3'«v.  ci(  rmy  cvyaycaynp 

Moi(rx$'\ — The  Syr.  verf.  not  only  omits  fto-fAS-wv,  (as 
Wetftein  has  already  noticed)  in  conjundion  with  the 
Codex  Ephrem  and  Cod.  Stephani  ji,  but  has  »  r$iis 

Ver.  23.  £v  Trysvfxoe.ri  «x<»3^afTw] — ^The  Syr.  verf.  ex- 
prefles  '  in  whom  was  an  impure  fpirit  :*  this  is  probably 
not  a  mere  paraphrafe,  but  the  reading  of  Luke  i v.  33. 
i^juv  uviufjt.aty  which  the  tranflator  has  rendered  in  a  fimi» 
lar  manner  ^  Here  again  is  an  inftance  to  which  the 
oblervation  may  be  applied,  that  was  made  on  the  two 
firft  examples  ^  This  reading  is  the  more  remarkable* 
becaufe  the  old  Latin  verfions  in  the  Cod.  Brixienfis  and 
Cod.  Veronenfis,  publiflied  by  Blanchini,  coincide  with 
it,  having  qui  habebat  fpiritum,  &c*. 

Ver.  .27.  T*f  »i  Jt<^a;^n] — ^The  Syr.  and  Perf.  verfions 
have  X4i  Tif  n  iifo^x^' 

Ver,  31.   nyet^iy  ccvTr\v  K^ctrntrag  rijf  j^fifoj  «UT»ifJ — Tho 

Syr.  verf.  inverts  the  order  of  thefe  words,  namely  xgz^ 
Tflo-flff  rnq  ;^£if  0?  «ut»j;  riyn^gu  avrny.  This  inverfion  I  fhould' 

*  In  St.  Mark,  iZ{^  \^;  010   jooi  AJ!.    In  St.  Luke,  }goi44l 
Isu^  !»}*»  ^^d;  ouip. 

Vo^.II.  D 
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not  kave  noticed,  were  it  not  found  in  fome  ancient 
Latin  veriionS)  and  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  which 
has  a  great  affinity  to  the  Syriac  verfion :  but  the  Cod* 
Cant,  has  an  addition  in  this  place  not  found  in  the 
Syriac 'i 

Ver.  35.  c^nX^iM  is  omitted  in  the  Syr.  vcrf.  (as  ob* 
lerved  by  Reufch)  and  alfo  in  the  Latin  verfion  in  the 
Cod.  Veronenfis^ 

Ver.  40*  tra^axoAtfy  avrc9  x»»  yoi^u^trft^v  avroii] — invert* 
*€d,  y^vvjriruw  avr«y,  ii»i  zTafAxaXtap  avrov^ 

Vet.  44.  T«  «£f «] — Mill  obferves,  that  in  the  Syriac 
the  plural  is  ufed,  as  if  the  Greek  were  u^cvori :  he  fhould 
alfo  have  obferved,  that  the  ufe  of  the  plural  cannot  be 
immediately  afcribed  to  the  tranflator,  but  to  the  perfon 
who  added  the  vowels,  for  poo ,  without  points,  may 
iTxprefs  the  iingular  as  well  as  the  plural  ^  Bode  has 
here  remarked,  that  the  Syriac  translator  has  explained 
4f(s»  from  Luke  xvii.  14*  a  paffage  which  f elates  to  4 
totally  different  fubjedt. 

Ver.  45.  fAfiXtTi  auTOv} — /auxit*  ro¥  Iii^sif, 

Mark  ii.  I.  xa*  nxso^^n  ©n] — xot%  on  nxairS^}  ori*  This 
leading  is  remarkable,  i.  becaufe  the  Cod.  Verceltenfis 
in  the  Latin  expreffes  likewife  ort ,  but  in  the  be^nning 
of  the  verfe,  km  on  'urocXiv* :  2., becaufe  or?  and  on  pro- 
ducing a  difagreeable  efFedt  fo  near  each  other,  the  one 
might  b^  ealily  omitted,  or  tranfpofed  by  the  copyifts. 

Ver.  3.  UTTO  Tffl"c-af«iJ — £v  fAi<r<a  rtff<rcti^»y  which  isj 
Jikewifethe  reading  of  the  Latin  verfion  in  the  Cod* 
Brixianus^ 

Ver.  16.  T»  ftTf] — J»«Ti,  as  in  the  Latin  verfion  in  th^ 
Cod.  Vercell.  Veron.  and  Brixianus.  This  reading  i$ 
the  more  remarkable,  becaufe  Stephanus  quotes  it  from 
his  Codex  (3,  which  is  fuppofed  to  be  the  fame  with  the 
Codex  Cantabrigienfis.  It  has.  not  been  quoted  from 
the  Cod.  Cant.  *"* :  but  whether  we  fuppofe  the  Codex 
@  to  be  ^dually  the  fame  with  th$  Cod.  Gaiit.,  of  (q 
'  ©early  related  to  it,  that  they  might  b«  confidcrcd  ai 
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equal,  the  agreement  6f  the  Syriac  verfion  with  a  ma* 
nufcript,  to  which  it  has  fo  general  an  affinity  is  not  un* 
worthy  of  notice. 


S  E  C  T.    X. 

Of  the  mare  modern  Syriac  verjiom. 

• 

'TP  H  E  tranflation  of  the  fecond  cpiftle  of  St.  Peter, 
•*•  the  fecond  and  third  of  St.  John,  that  of  St. 
Jude,  and  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  is  undoubtedly 
modern,  and  not  made  by  the  fame  pcrfon  who  trans- 
lated into  Syriac  the  reft  of  the  New  Teftament.  Several 
words,  that  are  properly  rendered  by  the  ancient  tranf«- 
lator,  were  mifunderftood  by  the  other;  for  inftance 
•5i^»oc,  Jude  6.  he  renders  fiilfely  '  invifible  ',*  whereas 
the  old  tranflator,  Rom,  i.  20.  has  rightly  tranflated  it 
*  eternal  °.'  I  pafs  over  at  prefcnt  the  great  diverfity  in 
the  ftyle  of  thefe  verfions,  becaufe  it  would  be  difficult 
to  explain  it  to  thofe  who  are  ignorant  of  Syriac,  and 
thofe  who  are  acquainted  with  the  language  will  eafily 
perceive  it  themfelve$  *.  The  above-mentioned  books  of 
the  New  Teftament  are  found  in  no  manulcripts  of  the 
Syrian  Peftiito ;  neither  Neftorians  nor  Jacobites  read, 
in  their  churches  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  and  Ebed- 
jefu  diftinguiflicd  the  three  epiftles  of  James,  Peter,  and 
John,  from  the  four  excepted,  by  adding  the  following 
claufe,  ^  the  three  epiftles,  that  are  afcribed  to  the-Apol^ 
ties  Jamies,  Peter,  and  John,  in  all  manufcripts  and  lan^ 
guages,  and  are  called  catholic*  See  Simon,  p.  171. 
and  Affemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  p.  9,  10.  15, 
That  the  tranflation  was  made  immediately  from  the 
Greek  appears,  among  other  marks,  from  this,  that  the 
yfe  of  the  Greek  article  is  retained  in  the  Syriac  where 
it  is  wholly  fuperfluous  *•    The  tranflator  of  the  book 

of 

"^  On  tfie  other  hand,  it  is  pxx>bable  that  tuhKt  in  }ewHh-Greek>  fLguL% 
ied  likeWife  '  m^ifible.^    See  the  Wifdom  of  Solomon  %.  23.  yii-  26. 
^  See  my  £ith€r*i  Not^  on  Scngel's  TraSr.  df  fin^eciUtfiN,  T«  tuenJH^ 
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of  Revelation  has  ,preferved  even  the  termination  of  the 
Greek  cafes,  writing. ch.  xv»  7.  icD\)-*a  for  ^jaA«c,  and 
xvi.  2.  ^y^ua  for  ^iKhnv.  But  he  has  often  betrayed 
the  grofleft  ignorance,  having  tranilated,  for  example, 
ch.  viii.  13.  «v  iJt,i(ns(aivri[jLxriy  *  through  the  midft  of  the 
bloody  tail ','  inftead  of '  through  the  midft  of  heaven:* 
and  this  ignorance  of  the  tranflator  makes  it  often  diffi- 
cult to  determine  what  was  the  reading  of  the  Greek 
manufcript,  from  which  he  took  his  verfion,  a  circum- 
ftance  the  more  diftreffing  in  the  Revelation,  becaufe 
the  Syriac  differs  confiderably  in-  this  book  from  our 
common  text,  and  very  few  Greek  manufcripts  of  the 
Revelation  are  now  extant. .  For  inftance.  Rev.  ii.  13. 
the  common  reading  is  Ai/niraff,  but  the  Syriac  exprefles 

It  is  difficult  to  determine  who  was  the  author  of  this 
verfion,  and  we  fliall  probably  come  to  no  decifion,  till 
we  have  an  edition  of  the  whole  Philoxenian  verfion.  In 
the  manufcript,  from  which  Lud.  de  Dieu  publifhed 
the  Syriac  Revelation,  was  the  following  fubfcription, 
Xmo-^sow  \\L\  ^  ;)^mo  oA^!  W:^  ol^ .  In  the  laft  word  is 
an  evident  erratum  of  Rifh  for  Dolatb,  which  very  fre- 
quently occurs  in  Syriac  :  the  word  ought  to  be  written 
^rJoi? ,  and  the  meaning  of  the  fubfcription  is,  '  pray 
for'him,  who  wrote  this,  Cafpar  from  the  land  of  the 
Indians.' .  But  he  was  only  the  tranfcriber  who  wrote 
this  particular  copy,  not  the  author  of  the  verfion.  La 
Croze  •*,  who  firft  difcovered  the  above  erratum*,  fays 
that  a  Syriac  liturgy,  likewife  copied  by  one  Cafpar  of 
India,  is  preferved  in  a  library  at  Halle,  I  fuppofe  in  th^t 
of  the -Orphan  Houfe',  which  was  probably  brought 
from  Tranquebar. 

It  appears  thcp  that  the  MS.  of  the  Revelation,  which 
belonged  to  Scaliger,  and  which  de  Dieu  printed,  was 
brought  from  the  peninfula  of  India,  on  this  fide  the 
Ganges.  With  refped  to  the  author  of  the  verfion, 
AlTeman,  Tom.  III.  P.  II.  p.  237.  of  hi?  Bibl.  Or.  fup- 
pofes  him  to  hive  been  Maraba  ( j£>j  s^*^)  9  of  whom  he 

gives 

»  Hiiloire  du  Chrlilianifine  des  Indes,  Liy.  III.  p.  23a 
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gives  a  defcription,  Tom.  If.  p.  411.  ami  Tom.  III. 
P.  I.  p.  75 — 81.  This  Maraba,  which  is  the  fame  as 
Mr.  Abba,  was  Mafrejan,  or  Primate  of  the  Eaft,  be- 
tween the  years  53^  and  552,  and  tranflated  the  Old 
Teftamcnt  from  the  Greek,  though  a  tranflation  had 
been  already  made.  That  he  was  the  author  of  the  Sy^ 
riac  verfion  of  the  Revelation  is  in  itfelf  not  improbable, 
for  he  was  by  birth  a  Perfian,  educated  in  the  religion 
of  Zorc^fter,  without  any  inftrudtion  either  in  Greek  or 
Syriac  ;  but,  after  he  was  converted  to  Chriftianity,  he 
learnt  Syriac  at  Nifibis,  and  Greek  at  Edeffa,  from  a 
Jacobite  Chriftian  of  the  name  of  Thomas,  whom  he 
afterwards  accompanied  to  Alexandria,  and  there  applied 
himfelf  to  making  tranflations.  A  man  df  this  defcrip- 
tion might  eaiily  have  committed  the  miftakes  that  are 
found  in  the  Syriac  Revelation,  and  therefore  the  opi- 
nion  of  Afleman  is  not  abfolutely  to  be  rejedted^. 

Ridley  %  on  the  other  hand,  is  of  opinion  that  thofe 
books  of  the  New  Tefttiment,  which  are  the  fubjeft  of 
this  fe6lion,'  are  a  real  part  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion ', 
and  it  cannot  be  denied  that  there  is  a  ftriking  unifor- 
mity in  the  mode  of  tranflating.  In  fupport  of  his  Opi- 
nion he  appeals,  i .  to  the  charafter  of  the  verfion  itfelf; 
2.  to  the  fubfcription  of  a  copy  of  the  Syriac  Revelation 
prefen^ed  at  Florence,  in  which  the  tranfcriber  fays  that 
he  took  this  copy  in  1582  at  Rome,  from  an  ancient 
manufcript,  which  Thomas  of  Heraclea  had  written  with 
his  own  hand'.  It  is  true  that  we  cannot  always  de- 
pend on  fuch  fubfcriptions,  and  our  doubts  are  aug- 
mented by  the  circumftance  that  «t(J'io?,  Rom.  i.  20.  as 
Ridley  himfelf  allows,  is  rendered  in  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
fion by  jaiiobZto , '  eternal/  whereas,  Jude  6.  it  is  tranflated 
k^^  y »  *  unknown,'  or '  invifible.*  Admitting  the  tranf- 
lation to  be  juftifiable,yet  the  fenfe  given  to  miiogy  Rom. 
i.  20.  would  have  been  full  as  fuitable  in  the  other  paf- 
lage,  and  the  difference  feems  to  imply  a  different  tranf- 
lator;  but  I  will  not  be  pofitive,  fince  it  is  polTible  that 

a  tranf-* 

•  De  veif.  Syr.  p.  39,  4d. 

P  This  will  be  dcfcribcd  in  the  following  feaion. 
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a  tranflator  may  without  any  rcafon  vary  in  his  expla** 
nation  of  a  word.  With  relpeft  to  the  extraordinary 
tranflation  of  tv  juifo-«p«ir»j|»«Ti,  Rev.  viii.  13,  Storr  ob- 
ferves  that  the  fame  etymological  miftakes  are  foi^idin 
the  Philoxeniari  verfion,  for  inftance  Matth.  xxiii..25- 
tr^foi^W,  *  a  difli/  is  rendered  jZuj.^^  \l\gi ,  a3  if  it  were  de- 
rived from  ovJ/K,  *  vifus^'  and  the  iame  jucB-a^ tfurn^r*,  in 
other  parts  of  the  Revelation  is  more  properly  tranflated, 
namely,  ch.  xiv.  6.  by  j^v>^^j  *  through  the  heaven,' 
and  ch.  xix.  17*  by  [■,^.A:^>V}o,  *  in  the  midft  of  the 
heaven.'  In  the  49**  fedion  of  his  Obfervationes  fuper 
yerfionibus  N.  T.  Syriacis,  he  fubfcribes  therefore,  as  far 
^  regards  the  Revelation,  to  the  opinion  of  Ridley ;  and 
there  is  fo  great  a  fimilarity  between  that  book  and  the 
Philoxenian  verfion  %  that  I  can  fee  jio  objeftion**.  With 
r.efpe<5t  to  the  four  catholic  epiftles,  Storr  is  of  a  diflferent 
opinion,  §  48.  The  mode  of  tranflation  in  thefe  epif- 
tles appears  to  him  to  be  totally  different  from  that  irt 
the  Philoxenian  verfion ;  for  inftance  iwnina  is  rendered 
in  the  latter  with  too  great  attention  to  etymology  by 
|A2^!  4o;.*aL# ,  *  beauty  of  fear,'  whereas  z  Pet,  i.  6»  it  is 
tranflated  more  properly  |oi2is  Al*.?  *  the  fear  of  God/ 
He  quotes  feveral  bther  examples  of  this  kind,  and  con- 
cludes that  our  printed  Syriac  verfion  of  thefe  epiftles 
never  made  a  part  of  the  Philoxenian  ;  but  he  refers  to 
the  latter  certain  fragments- quoted  by  Pococke  from 
Dionyfius* 

We  fliall  never  be  able  to  decide  this  queftion  with 
certainty,  till  we  have  an  edition  of  the  wholes  Philoxe- 
nian verfion  ^ :  at  prefent  we  muft  be  contented  to  rely 

pn 

n  Aft  argument  againft  thit  opinion  might  be  drawn  from  Ridley's 
own  words,  p.  45.  where,  fpeaking  of  Ephraem,  he  fays^  in  Apocalypi), 
fi  dialedium  In  vocabulorum  forma  excipias,  mire  concinit  cum  verfione 
Heracleenfi  Ephraemo  duobis  fieciilis  reoqntiori.  Now  the  y^riion,  with 
which  the  quotations  of  Ephraem,  who  lived  in  the  fourth  century,  fo 
remaricably  coincide,  cannot  poffibly  be  the  Phitoxenian  ox  Hera^ke nfian. 
But  this  coincidence  has  been  fupported  by  no  example :  I  conclude 
therefore  that  Ridley's  obfervatioa  is  grounded  on  an  error,  and  that  he 
sniilook  the  quotations  of  Jacob  of  Ede/Ta,  which  he  found  ii^.  the  ii(0(Ks 
oi' Ephraem,  for  thofe  of  Bphra^m  hioilel^* 
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on  the  accounts  of  others,  and  fliould  therefore  deliver 
our  opinions  with  modefty  and  caution.  But  before  I 
conclude  this  feftion,  the  reader  will  permit  me  to 
venture  a  conjedure  with  refpeft  to  the  book  of  Re* 
velation. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  Storr,  (and  I  can  fee  no  ground 
for  rejcdin^  it)  that  there  exifted  another  verfion  of  the 
four  catholic  epiftles,  befide  the  l^iloxenian  "^^  and  it 
Was  probably  made  in  a  very  early  age ;  for  Ephraem  has 
quoted  tbefe  epiftles  (as  Haflencamp  has  fhewn  in  his 
Remarks  '^),  though  they  never  had  a  place  in  the  Pc- 
fhito.  It  is  difficult  to  conceive  that  Ephraem,  who 
wrote  in  Syriac,  though  a  part  of  his  works  remain  only 
in  the  Greek  tranflation,  wotdd  have  quoted  books  of 
the  New  Teftament  with  this  claxife,  *  for  the  Scripture 
feys  *,*  if  thofe  books  made  a  part  of  no  Syriac  verfioji  '*. 
They  muft  have  exifted  then  in  Syriac  to  early  as  the 
fourth  century^ 

ft  may  be  aiked  if  there  was  not  alfo  a  more  ancient 
tranflation  of  the  Revelation  of  jSt.  J<^n,  than  the  Phi- 
loxentcm ''  ?  It  appears  even  that  Ephraem  has  quoted  it 
more  than  once  in  his  fermons,  which  he  compofed  in 
ver&  {]•  H  v^) '%  as  Haflencamp  has  likewife  fliewn  la 
his  remarks  "V  Another  circumftance  which  corrobo^ 
rates  the. opinion,  that  there  exifted  two  or  even  morfe 
tranflations  of  this  book,  is  that  the  above-mentioned 
l^iirsfMfnfiM  is  tranflated  properly  in  the  latter  half  of  ^he 
book,  in  the  former  half  improperly.  This  is  a  fault, 
which  could  hardly  have  been  commkted  by  the  fame 
tranilator  in  one  and  th6  &me  book ;  for  in  tranilating 
the  fourteenth  he  could  not  have  forgotten  the  eighth 
chapter,  and  would  either  haye  tranflated  it  as  brfore, 
-or,  if  in  the  mean  time  he  was  become  better  acqu^nted 
with  the  Greek  expreflion,  he  would  have  cocreAed  his 
error  in  the  eighth  chapter.  It  is  reafonable  therefore  to 
conclude  that  there  were  two  or  more  tranflations,  and 
that  one  was  interpolated  from  the  other }  and,  if  I  am 

not 

'  Ai^  )«(««  tif^  Tom.  L  p>  76*  of  tbe  Greek  edidte  cl  Bjhxmm 
He  tbfitt  quotes  ir6m  th$  third  epiiUe  of  St«  Jobni^ 
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not  miflaken,  the  proper  tranilatlon  of  iAt(rx(»yfiiA<t  may 
be  referred  to  the  more  ancient  verfion,  and  the  falle 
one  to  that  of  Philoxenus. 

Jacob  of  Edeffa  %  who  was  Biftiop  of  that  city  from 
677  to  708,  and  wrote  remarks  on  the  book  of  Genefis, 
which  are  publifhed  as  a  kind  of  catena  with  thofe 
of  Ephraem,  quotes  in  his  obfervations  on  Gen.  xxxix. 
17.  the  following  paffage*  from  Rev.  xvii.  3 — 6.  It 
coincides  in  many  refpeds  with  our  printed  edition,  but 
in  others  it  differs  fo  very  widely,  even  in  matters  which 
are  efTential  to  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  that  th,e  Syrian 
father  feems  to  have  taken  his  quotation  from  a  different 
verfion.  The  two  following  columns  will  prefent  the 
reader  with  a  diftindt  view  of  this  paflage,  as  it  ftands  in 
the  quotation  of  Jacob,  and  in  that  of  our  printed  text, 
which  was  firft  publiflied  by  Lud.  de  Dieu'**     , 


Quotation  of  Jacob. 


Edition  of  de  Dieu^ 


*  AfTemani  Biblibth.  Orient.  Tom.  I.  p.  426.  Tom.  II.  p.  ^SS— 3-3?^. 
In  the  laft  of  thcfe  places  the  life  of  Jacob  it  related  more  ^  la^gc,  and 
a  miftake  correfted  with  refpeft  to  the  diite,  which  had  been  made  in 
the  firft  volume.    See  alfo  Xom.  III.  P.  il.  p.  229. 

'  See  tte  Roman  edition  of  Ephracm's  Syriac  Works,  Vol.L  p.  192. 

*  OL^t  is  here,  added  paraphraftically,  at  leaft  it  is  not  wUrr^ted  by 
the  Greek.  It  may  be  likewfc  obferved,  as  an  inftance  of  Philoxenian 
precifion,  that  in  the  edition  of  de  Dieu  Lomad  is  prefixed  to  j^A^j '?» 

^  This  is  a  literal  tranflation,  and  fuch  as  might  be  cxpcfted  from  the 
philoxenian  verfion.  In  the  quotation  of  Jacob,  the  tranflation  is  more 
free,  a  word  being  ufed  expreflive  of  ridiiig,  which  is  better. Syriac^  in 
the  fame  manner  as  John  xii,  15.  in  the  Pelhito".  .  . 

*  \,AM  jLa»^  fignifies  literally  «  beaft  of  a  tooth,*  that  Ss,  *  wild  beaft.' 
Thk  forced  exprefiion  betrays  a  tranflator  who  is  refolved  to  loG^  no 
en;iphafijs,  and  White  obferves  in  his  Note  to  Marki.  15.  that  it  is  con- 
ftantly  ufed  for  ^^w  in  the  Philoxenian  verfion.  The  quotation  of  Ja- 
cob has  fimply1Z^;*A#  as  in  the  Pefiiito,  i  Cor.^v.  32. 

^  Here  the  mafculine  is  ufed,  though  contrary,  to  the  rules  of  the  Syriac 
gmzimar^  &r  vhkh  no  QXh^v  reafon  cat  be  afiigned  than  thst  yi^  is  ufed 
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j\.Q«  }ju;  olI^  ZuJ!    -i^rc^ 
jooi  A^]o  .4     .^-ip:^   jA  If  xxD 

JZOSU^    ]OOI  \]^>    Olr^lo     )i&l> 
.01/0  >.  .11?    jZo^lCL^O 


1 


jr#)a  \CKM\    \aa  QL^  ^A«1!  .4 


in  the  6reek :  but  Jacob  has  the  foeminine,  as  it  muft  agree  with 

owjtt«  is  literally  tranflated  by  )Qji,  *  nomcn,'  whereas  the  quotation  of 

Jacob  has  pio,  *  verbiim.' 

«  Here  is  a  trifling  difltrence,  which  may  be  confidered  either  as  a 
various  reading,  or  the  refult  of  a  free  quotation. 

'  That  A-»j  is  here  not  followed  by  jooi »  as  in  the  quotation  of  Jacobs 
is  to  be  afcribed  to  the  precifion  of  the  tranflator,  who  was  refolved  toczn 
prefs  fpciwa  as  cldfely  as  poflTible.  This  appears  to  be  Philoxcnian,  but 
in  the  quotation  of  Jacob  the  language  is  more  fluent. 

8  oiX*j  is  ufed  in  order  to  exprefs  ourwc  with  more  emphafis,  but 
ci|«4^,  which  is  ufed  "m  JacoVs  quotation^  difcovers  a  tnuiflator  who 
was  lefs  attentive  to  fuch  cmphafis. 

^  It  feems  that  the  tranilator  by  ]Zcu£>^  \}  intended  to  denote  tiie 
compofltion  of  ajmO^^tkc^  a  nicety  to  which  no  attention  is  paid-in. Ja- 
cob's text. 

>  tt^re  the  two  texts  differ  more  materially  from  each  other,  and  ex- 
prefs a  totally  different  reading.  Jacob  expreflfes  the  common  reading 
*«fvii«c  «wTi»f,  tlie  edition  of  de  Dieu  w^m^  tum^  em  *nQ  ynq,  where  it  majr 
be  obferved  that  tji;  ywc  is  found  in  nine  MSS.  quoted  by  Wetftein,  to 
which  may  be  added  the  Wolfenbuttle  MS.  Since  therefore,  among  the 
many  varieties,  which  are  obfervable  in  To  fliort  a  paiTage,  there  is  one 
which  makes  an  alteration  in  the  fenfc,  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofc  that 
the  two  texts  are  different  tranflations. 

^  This  phrafe,  which  fignifies  inter  oculos  *•,  is  ufed  to  exprefs  fw- 
twt»  with  more  precifion,  whereas  the  quotation  of  Jacob  has  the  more 
ufual  word  J^ij.  Alfo  jw^mc  is  expreffed  in  the  former  by  "'^  -?  but  not 
in  the  latter. 

*  w*oi  is  ufed  twice  to  exprefs  the  Greek  article.  This  is  again  Phil 
loxenian  precifion  5  but  the  quotation  of  Jacob  is  free  from  this  uielefs 
accuracy, 

"  Here  the  two  texts  again  exprels  a  totally  different  reading.    The 

eOkida 
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This  appears  to  be  fomething  more  than  a  free  quo- 
tation>  as  it  is  termed  by  Storr,  fiace  in  fo  (hort  a  pafiage 
the  two  tranflations  expreis  twice  a  different  reading  of 
the  Greek  text  ^''.  It  appears  at  the  iaoie  time  that  the 
biter  literal  tranflator  has  made  the  ancient  and  lefs  lite- 
ral translation  the  bafis  of  his  own,  and  retained  many 
of  its  expreflions.     Hence  their  coincidence  in  the  phraie 
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SECT.    XI. 
0/  fie  PhUoxenian  verfion. 

Y  NOW  Droceed  to  the  New  Syriac,  or,  as  it  is  ftylcd, 
^  the  Pniloxenian  verfion,  a  name  which  it  derives 
&om  Philoxenus,  otherwife  called  Xenayas,  Bi(hop  of 
|£ieK3ipQUsy  or  Mabug,  from  the  year  488  to  5 1.8>.  aa 
account  of  whofe  life  and  writings  may  be  feen  in  Afle* 
mani  BibL  Or.  Tom.  IL  p.  10— 46*  But  I^iloxenus 
was  only  patron  of  the  work,  and  not  the  tranflator*, 
the  taik  being  executed  by  Polycarp,  his  Rural'Bifhop ', 
in  the  year  508, 
AH. that  was  known  of  this  veriion,  before  the  middle 

of 

edition  of  de  Dieu  has  ton  v^xi  mi  T«y  Bhkoy/jMrm  mc  ync,  which  is  the 
common  reading ;  but  the  quotit'ion  of  Jacob,  inftead  of  m^wr,  exprelles 
mrtfnun,  for  which  Wetftein  quotes  the  Vulgate  and  Aretas.  The  order 
of  the  words  is  likewife  inverted,  and  that  which  is  denoted  by  ]t\  ■on> 

sn  the  one,  is  expreiTed  by  j/o^V^  in  the  other.  IjLence  it  follows  that^ 
they  are  diHin^V  tranflations. 

B  oiA^Vf^  is  the  common  pleonaftc  of  the  fuffix;  but  this  is  omitted 
in  Cl|e  verfton  publiflied  by  de  Dieu,  becaufe  it  i&  not  in  the  Gfe^ 

'  •  The'omiflioh  of  Zcoi  is  again  t?  be  afcribed  to  the  Philoxenian  pre-- 
diloiiy  becaufe  in  the  Greek  the  participle  of  the  prefent  tenfe  is  nUed* 

,^^^  AffBmani  Bibliotheca  Orientalis>  Tom.  II.  p.  83* 
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of  the  prefent  century,  was  that  it  exifted,  and  the  con-^ 

jedures  that  were  formed  of  it  were  confufed  and  con-» 

tradidbory.     La  Croze  and  Baumgarten,  critics  of  the 

higheft  ranki  fufpefted  that  the  common  Syriac  text, 

firft  publifhed  by  Widmanftad,   was  not  the  Pelhito, 

but  the  Philoxenian  verlion  ;  and  when  I  ventured  In 

the  firft  edition  of  this  work  to  differ  from  their  opinion, 

I  was  not  in  poffeffion  of  thofe  proofs,  which  I  had  at 

the  publication  of  the  fecond  and  third.     Yet  even  at 

that  time  accounts  had  been  given  of  it  by  RenaiKiot 

and  Afleman,  in  his  Bibl.  Orientali^,  a  work  to  which 

too  little  attention  had  been  given.     Wetftein's  edition 

of  the  New  Teftament  prefented  to  the  public  a  niorc 

circumftantial  account  of  it,  Wetftein  having  taken  a 

journey  to  England,  in  order  to  collate  the  very  excel* 

lent  copy  of  this  yerfion  brought  from  Amida,  and  ia 

the  pofleffion  of  Mr.jGlocefter  Ridley,  minifter  of  Pop* 

lar ;  but  as  he  could  ufe  it  only  fourteen  days,  his  ex- 

trads  were  imperfeft,  and  miftakes  were  unavoidable. 

He  communicated  in  his  Prolegomena,,  p.  1 12,  1 13.  a 

particular  defcription  of  this  verfion,  and  of  Ridley's 

^opy,  which  is  enriched  with  various  readings  taken  from 

Greek  manufcripts,  on  both  of  which  he  added  obfer* 

vations  that  contain  valuable  information,  though  they 

appear  to  have  been  written  in  too  much  hafte,     I  macb 

ufe  of  Wetftein's  remarks  in  the  Curse  in  Aftus  Apoft. 

Syriacos,  and  ventured  feveral  conjedures  with  relpeft- 

to  certain  Latinizing  readings,  which  I  fuppofed  had 

crept  into  the  Pefbito  from  the  margin  of  thePhiloxe- 

niaa  verfion,  but  which  a  better  acquaintance:  with  this 

verfion  has  (hewn  to  be  ungrounded.    Mr.  Ridley  gave 

me  a  polite  invitation  to  vifit  him  in  England,  and  make 

ufe  of  his  manufcript  in  perfon,  expreffing  at  the  feme 

time  a  defire  that  I  would  dired:  the  publicatipn  of  at 

leaft  a  part  of  the  work,  as  an  ill  ftate  of  health  prevented 

Wm  from  uiidertakii^  the  taik  himfelf.     This  r^queft, 

whicK  gave  pff^nce  to  fpme  of  his  countrymen,  1  wa^ 

unable  tp  fulfil,  being  detained  in  Germany  by  acade-t 

fiiical  engpgpjji^ntsi  but  ^  my  requeft  he  pujpjiilhed,  in 

1761, 
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1761,  a  very  excellent  and  important  e/Tay,  entitled  Dif- 
fertatio  de  Syriacarum  Novi  Foederis  verfionum  Jndole 
atque  ufu :  Philoxenianam  cum  Simplici  e  duobus  per- 
vetuftis  Codd.  MSS.  ab  Amida  tranfmiffis  conferente 
Gloceftrio  Ridley.  In  the  10^^  and  ii'**  lections  he  de- 
fcribes  the  verfion  itfelf,  inthe  1 2**^  the  copies  of  it  found 
in  other  libraries  in  Europe,  in  the  1 3*^  the  two  copies 
in  his  own  poffeffion  (for  befide  the  very  remarkable 
and  well  known  copy,  he  has  likewife  a  fecond*),  in  the 
15^^  corrects  the  miftakes  that  Wetftein  had  madcv  and 
in  the  1 6*^  thofe  which  I  had  ma'de,  and  at  the  conclu- 
lion  he  has  given  a  copper  plate,  with'a  fac-jfimile.  From 
that  time  this  eflay  became  the  moft  important  book  on 
the  Philoicenian  verfion,  and  more  information  could  no 
one:  i:ontribute,who  had  notari  opportunity  of  examining 
the  i-erfion  itfelf  Storr  had  the  good  fortune  to  meet 
with  this  opportunity  in  his  travels,-  efpccially  at  Paris, 
and  in  confequence  of  his  difcoveries,  he  publiflied,  in 
1772,  Obfervationes  fuper  N/F.  verfionibus  5yriacis ;  a 
treatife  which  contained  much  valuable  information,  and 
brought  us  feveral  degrees  forward  in  our  knowledge  of 
the  Philoxenian  verfion,  Thefe  writings  I  have  men- 
tioned in  the  order  as  they  appeared,  partly  becaufe  they 
were  the  only  fources  of  information,  when  I  publiflied 
the  three  firft  editions  of  this  work,  partly  becaufe  they 
furnirti  a  kind  of  literary  hiftory  of  the  pi-ogrefs,  which 
we  have  made  in  our  knowledge  of  this  veriioni  and  of 
the  miftakes,  which  we*  had  committed,  for  want  of 
proper  intelligence.  But  at  prefent  we  are  advanced  at 
leaft  an  hundred  degrees ;  we  can  now  fee  with  our  own 
eyes,  without  trufting  to  the  relations  of  others,  fince 
Prbfeffor White  has  printed  from  Ridley's  manufcript  in 
177S  the  firft  volume,  containing  the  four  Gofpels,  un- 
der the  following  title  :  Saci'orum  evdngeliorum  verfio 
Syriaca Pliiloxeniana,ex Codd. MSS.  Ridleianis  in  bibl. 
collVN&vi  Oxonienfis  repofitis,  nunc  primum  edita  cum 
interpretatione  et  annotatioriibus  Jofephi  White,  A.M. 
coll.  Wadb.  focii  et  lingua?  Arabics  profeflbris  Lau- 
diaai,  O:s0nii,  e  typographeoGlarendoniano,J778.  Thfs 
V      ^  edition 
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edition  I  have  reviewed  in  the  Orient,  Bibl.  Vol.  XVI. 
No.  254.  and  have  given  a  circumftantial  account  of 
the  verfion  itfelf :  1  (hall  mention  here  therefore  only 
the  refult  of  thofe  inquiries,  and  refer  my  readers  to  the 
review  for  proofs  and  examples '.  Adler  found  at  Rome 
feveral  other  manufciripts,  which  differed  in  fome  places 
from  that  of  Ridley :  of  thefe  a  defcription  may  be  feen 
intheOrient.  Bibr.  VoL.XVII.  No.  266.  Vol.XVIIL 
No.  277* 

The  hiftory  of  the  verfion  itfelf,  which  is  ftill  attend- 
ed with  fome  obfcurity,  may  be  beft  gathered  from  the 
fubfcriptions  at  the  end  of  the  copies.  In  the  preceding 
edition  I  quoted  only  the  tranllations  which  had  been 
given  of  them  by  Wetftein,  Afleman,  apd  Storr,  becaufe 
only  one  copy  had  been  publilhed  of  the  Syriac  original^ 
which  differed  in  many  places  from  the^tranllations'. 
At  prefent  I-will  add,  from  the  Oxford  edition,  the  fub- 
fcriptibn  to  the  four  Gofpels  in  Ridley's  manufcript,  to 
which  I  will  fubjoin  a  tranflation,  and  notes  on  feveral  ^ 
readings  that  appear  to  deferve  attention.     The  Syriac 
text,  which  is  taken  from  the  fubfcription  to  a  Ro- 
man manufcript,  in  the  Bibliotheca  Angelica  S.  Auguf- 
tini  de  Urbe,,  printed  in  Affemani  Bibl.  Orient.  Vol.  II. 
p.  93.  differs  in  fome  refpedts   from  Ridley's   manu- 
fcript.    It  muft  be  likewife  remarked,  that  befide  the 
following  fubfcription,  White  has  printed  three  others**, 
taken  from  Roman  manufcripts,  and  communicated  by 
Stephen  Evodius  Affemani*.     Thefe,  for  the  fake  of 
brevity,  I  will  call  White's  Roman,  i,  2,  3. 

Uoi  ]£2l^  ^?  wcioA*j  (0  I  Eft  autem  liber  hie  qua- 
I A^yo  |Am,<!m  .joj  |  v^;|i  I  tuor  evangcHftarum  fanc- 
Ujol,  ^»  ^  \      v^  iQjfcai|j  1  torum,  qui  converfus  fuit 


*  P.  641 — 650. 

(*)  In  Affemani  Bibl,  Or.  Tom,  II.  p.  93.  the  fubfcription  has  at 
the  beginmng   the -following .  fentence,  W^   }joi  \q1^    ^i    >7<v?>/j 

j/\A#  ^i^Kjw.  ^;^la       tas  eft  liber  hie   ad  duo  accurata  exemplaria, 
^ere  Syriac,  not  Greek  copies,  muft  be  underftood.    See  Ridley,  p.  50. 


But 
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CI  Ni »?  j  <?^a  n  m  ■  ^j  ]ju!Q:io 

1 1  o  my>  (:^ooj4  wJl^!  jz}«v^ 

(0  cuj^o^jj 


(ftkeK  7.       cHAP.vn. 

ex  lingua  Grseca  in  Syram 
(Aramsam)  cum  accura- 
tionc  multa,  et  geftatione 
oneris  magni,  primuifi  qui- 
dcm  in  Mabug  urbe,  anno 
odingentefimo  decimo  nc^ 
no  Alexandri  Macedonis 
in  diebus  fanfti  domini 
Philoxeni  confefforis;  epif- 
copi  ejus  urbis, 

CoUatusautem  fuit  poft- 
ea  cum  diligentia  multa  a 
me  Thoma  paupere  cum 
duobus  exemplanbusGrae- 
cis  valde  probatis  et  accu^ 
ratis,  in  Antonii  Alexan- 
drian urbis  magna?,  in  mo- 
nafterio  fanfto  Antoniano. 


But  as  tbefe  words  are  found  in  the  fubfcription  of  no  other  copy  of  the 
i^iloxenian  verfion',  they  relate  to  this  copy  alone,  and  have  no  relcrence 
to  the  hiftcMy  of  the  Philoxeniiin  verfion  in  general. 

(b)  This  Hebrew  word  has  been  found  in  no  other  MS,  than  that  of 
ItJdley.  I  wifli  that  ProfeiTor  White  had  publifljed  a  fec-fimile  of  th6 
original,  that  we  might  be  able  to  examine  the  ea^aft  Ihape  of  the  Hebrew 
ktten. 

(?)  This  reading  was  likewife  found  by  Storr  in  the  Paris  MS,,  but 

Affeman's  Codex  Angelicas  has  )jaa»  \^*^x  JA^^*   tria  exemplaria 

Graeca:  alfo  WJiite's  fecond  and  third  Roman  MS. ,  but  his  iirft  Romaa 

'MS.  has  ^;^  in  the  text,  and  \ti^L  in  the  margin,  both  written  by  the 

lame  hand  *• 

C*)  Afieman,  in  the  firft  volume  of  his  Bib.  Or.  explains  ^i|  as  the 
-»ame  of  one  of  the  ftiburbs  pf  Alexandria,  but  in  the  fecond  volume  as 
Cgnifying  the  monaftery  of  St.  Aiitony^.  According  to  this  laft  expla^ 
nation,  the  Greek  MSS.  were  preferved  in  the  library  pf  this  mona^ryi 
in  which  the  collation  was  made. 

(«)  iSee  the  Syriac  Grammar,  §  117, 

(^)  Here  is  added  in  Afleman's  MS.  f^?/o^\  ^^  oiA^;j»  <a|!  ^| 

»4#crt  JZb&.AM  ^  iS-no  ^^>V>».;?  .0201  ||js^!o  {^U^  %i*^!*  \m£U 

I^^O  ^^f!^  I^OL^  ^Ad!  [AaJ^^q^  y  an({  the  very  Gtmn  addifioii 

.   "  ^  is 
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■^  "^4  — ooiL  («)  Iterum  fcriptxis  ct  coU»- 

j;  ^  v^}<  {^.^dojo  oir^  >3m%£iZ]o  tus  eft  in  loco  di&o  aiiQo 

noningenteiimo  vicefimo 
feptimoejufdemAlexandri, 
Indifkione  quarts.  Quan- 
tain  autem  moleftiam  et 
follicitudinem  in  eo  et  fo^ 


wciogoiN».oo  {h)  oio  %^  |ooi 


is  found  la  Storr^s  Pkris  MS. ,  with  exception  perhaps  to  the  word  \^*]  ^\ 
But  Aflenian  and  Storr  have  given  a  different  tranflation :  the  former 
renders  the  pailagey  ubi  et  ipfum  mihi  exaravi  pro  peccatricis  animae  mej^ 
utilitate,  et  pro  multorum  beneficio,  qui  diligunt  quaeruntque  utilem  ex« 
a^amque  divinarum  fcripturarum  integritatem  nofle  et  cuflodire.  He 
coniiders  therefore  oiA^^jqp  as  a  verb,  but  Storr  tranflates  it  as  a  fubftan. 
tive^  by  apex  ejus^  and  renders  the  paflage  quippe  vel  apex  ejus  facit  ad 
utlUtatem  animae  meae  aegrotae,  omniumque  eorum  qui  cupiunt  integri- 
tatem librorum  facrorum  cognofcere  et  coniervare.  But  I  would  ralher 
abide  by  the  explanation  of  Afleman.  * 

(c)  The  word  ooZ.  •  iterum,  on  which  the  hiftory  of  this  veHioii 
greatly  depends,  is  found  not  only  in  Ridley*s  MS.  ,  but  in  Whitens 
£rft  Roman,  and  apparently  '*  in  the  fecond;  alfo  in  Storr*s  Paris  MS«y 
for  he  tranflates  iterum  vero  defcriptus  eft,  et  collatus  eodcm  loco  di&o« 
Bat  it  is^mitted  in  Afleman^s  Codex  Angelicas,  and  White*s  third 
Roman  MS. 

It  is  to  be  obferved,  that  in  the  laft-mentioned  manufcript,  the  latter 
part  of  the  fiibfcription  is  totally  different,  being  as  follows,  according 
to  the  tranflation  of  Afleman  ^*,  deinde  vero  fuxiimo  ftudio  colhitus  fiii^ 
a  me  paupere  et  peccatore  ad  tria  exemplaria  valde  accurata  et  probata^ 
In  fandto  monafterio  San6(i  Domitii,  ubi  et  ipfum  exanivi  ad  ufum^ 
archiprelbyteri  Davidis  pro  animae  ipfius  et  multorum  utilitate,  qui  amanjt 
et  qui  cupiunt  fcire  confirmationem  utilem  divinorum  librorum.  Scriptu» 
autem  fuit  atque  collatus  in  eodem  pnedi£to  loco  anno  millei^mo  feptiii^ 
gentefimo  nonagefimo  nono  (Chrifti  1488)*  Quantum  autem  laborls, 
&c.  Xhie  writer  then  of  this  particular  copy,  ^o  calls  himfdf  Barfnma^ 
had  the  abfurdity  to  add,  in  the  fifteenth  century,  to  the  words  ufed  by 
the  anonymous  tnmfcriber  of  the  year  6i6»  and  which  apply  to  Thomas^ 
namely^  deinde  rero  fummo  ftudio*  collatus  eft,  &c.  the  following,  in, 
Tan£to  monafterio  ian^i  Domitii,  Sec,  which  relate  to  the  tranfcriber  of 
the  fifteenth  century  alone.  This  part  therefore  deferves  no  attention  in 
the  preient  hiquiry. 

(^)  In  eo  et  focits  ejus^  muft  fignify  either  in  the  four  Gofpels,  and 
the  remaining  bodes  of  the*  New  Teftament^  or,  in  this  and  oth«r 
copitfy  whkk  laft  iaterprcutloB  ^fi^ms  to  be  the  beft.   Taken  in  thh 
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jjkv!. ooi  \Sf* >^oio!Qak^  l^fio  |Giisejushabueiim,dominiis 

..]    .A\'r^\xua.<r.\   folus  novit,  qui  retribuct 

unicuiquc  fetundum  opera 
fua  in  judicio  fuo  jufto  et 
redo,  in  quo  digni  efEcia- 
mur  mifericordia  ab  eo. 


^^]  CU^!  )^r 


The  hiftory  of  this  verfion  then  appears  to  be  the  fol- 
lowing, I.  Polycarp  Rural  Bifliop  of  Mabug,  at  the 
requeft,  and  under  the  patronage  of  Philoxehus,  under- 
took, in  the  year  508,  a  new  tranflation  of  the  Greek 
Teftament.  Ridley  is  of  opinion,  that  the  great  variety 
and  corruption  of  the  copies  of  the  Pefhito  was  the 
motive  which  induced  Phildxenus  to  promote  a  new 
tranflation :  but  as  we  have  no  ground  for  this  fuppo- 
fition,  it  is  more  natural  to  conclude,  that  the  chief  in- 
ducement was  the  defire  of  having  a  tranflatioa  more 
literal  than  the  Pefhito.  Not  only  motives  of  piety 
might  excite  a  with  to  have  a  Syriac  Teftament,  that 
more  precifely  refembled  the  original,  but  likewife  the 
religious' difputes,  that  were  at  that  time  very  warmly 
conducted  between  the  Neftorians  and  Monophyfitesj 
and  a&  Phyloxenus  zealoufly  efpoufed  the  latter,  he  pro- 
bably hoped  from  a  new  tranflation,  to  obtain  new  ar- 
guments in  favour  of  his  party.  But  whether  this  con- 
jecture be  grounded  it  will  be  eafier  to  determine,  when 
the  whole  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  is  printed,  from 
obferving  in  what  manner  thofe  paflTages  are  tranflated, 
that  were  ufually  quoted  in  the  above-mentioned  reli- 
gious difputes:  Some  inference  might  be  deduced  from 
I.Tim,  iii.  j6.'  if  we  had  feveral' copies  p{  this  verfion, 
for  in  Ridley's  manufcript,  as  he  himfelf  obferves, .  a 
word  feems  to  be  wanting.  But  xujio?,  which  is  added 
in  the  margin  A61:s  xx.  28.  by  no  means  favours  the 
principles  of  the  Monophyfites. 

z.  Thomas 

lenfe,  it  is  the  fubfcription  of  a  monk^  who  in  the  year  616  collated 
ieveral  copies  of  this  veiTion,  which  were  preferved  in  his  monaftery,  and 
may  therefore  be  confideredas  a  token  of  thci  edition  reviied,  cocre£ledk 
fndpublifhed  in  6l6'^ 
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2.  Thomas  of  Hcraclea,  front  whom  this  verfion  is 
fometimes  called  the  Heraclean,  undertook  a  critical 
correction  of  it,  for  which  purpofe  he  made  a  journey 
to  Alexandria,  in  order  to  compare  it  with  fome  of  the 
beft  manufcripts  of  the  Alexandrine  library,  and  it  is 
probable  that  he  was  the  author  of  the  various  readings 
that  are  found  in  the  margin  of  Ridley's  and  the  Ro- 
man manufcripts**. 

This  Thomas,  whofe  life  is  defcribed  by  Afleman, 
Tom.  II.  p.  90 — 95.  was  of  the  feft  of  the  Monophy- 
fites,  a  native  of  Harkel  (Vuo>*.*M  inPaleftine,  a  place 
which  is  hitherto  unknown'^,  and  bilhop  of  Germa- 
nicia'",  (in  Syriac,  Marhas,  caXpo).  Now  it  appears 
from  the  hiftory  of  Syria,  that  there  was  a  bi(hop  Tho- 
mas of  Germanicia,  who  was  difpoffefled  of  his  See  in 
518,  forefpoufing  the  caufe  of  the  Monophyfites,  and 
died  at  Samofata,  in  what  year  is  unknown^  though  it 
is  certain  that  he  was  alive  in  533,  He  was  a  contem- 
porary then  of  Philoxenus^^s  and  it  is  probable  that  his 
journey  to  Alexandria,  and  his  emendations  of  the  Sy- 
riac verfion,  were  prior  to  his  epifcopal  appointment. 
But  as  Affeman  is  of  opinion  that  the  Thomas,  who 
amended  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  lived  in  616,  he  fup- 
pofed,  without  any  hiflorical  evidence,  that  there  lived, 
an  hundred  years  later  than  the  Thomas  recorded  in  the 
Syrian  annals,  another  perfon  of  the  fame  name,  cha- 
rafter,  and  defcription'^*  This  conjedlure  is  very  im- 
^i;obabie^  nor  is  there  any  neceffity  for  having  recourfe 
to  k,  if  we  follow  that  reading  gf  the  fubfcription,  which 
is  quoted  by  Wetftein  and  Storr. 

it  was  mentioned  in  the  preceding  feftion,  that  Max 
Aba,  who  came  from  Perfia,  learnt  Greek  at  Edefla,  jfrom 
a  perfon  of  the  name  of  Thomas>  whom  he  afterwards 
accompanied  to  Alexandria,  where  he  devoted  himfelf  to 
Syriac  tranilations  from  the  Greek*.  Greg.  Bar.  Hebraus, 
whcrfe  hiftory  of  the  Primates  of  the  Eaft  has  beenextradled 
by  Affeman,  makes  on  this  occafion  the  following  remark : 
*  We  might  fuppofc  that  this  was  Thomas  of  Her^clea, 
if  the  year  616,  in  which  the  Heraclean  verfion  was 
publilhed  at  Ale>  andria,  were  not  an  argument  againft 

•  AlTcma  .;  Bib,  Orient.  Tom.  II.  p.  41;. 

V«L,  ir.  E  it/ 
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it"/  Now  if  the  above-mentioned  teading  caoii  be 
^miine,  there  muft  have  been  two  editions  of  this 
work,  and  the  difEculty  is  removed:  befides,  all  the 
circumftances  correfpond  fo  exactly  to  each  other,  as  to 
render  the  whole  account  extremely  probable,  for  Mar 
Aba, -who  was  primate  in  5:55,  might  have  learnt  Greek 
at  Edefla  from  Thomas  of  Heraclea  foon  after  the  year 
508,  Thomas  might  have  travelled  with  him  to  Alex- 
andria, have  been  appointed  biftiop  of  Germanicia  at  his 
return,  and  difpoffefled  in  518, 

3.  In  the  year  616,  a  new  edition  was  made,  and 
copies  diftributed  of  this  verfion.  The  nam,e  of  the 
editor  is  unknown,  for  he  fpeaks  only  of  the  great  la- 
bour that  he  had  beftowcd,  for  which,  he  (ays,  the  Lord 
will  reward  him,  but  added  not  his  name,  becaufe,  he 
fays,  it  is  not  unknown  to  the  Lord.  Storr  fuppofes, 
§  37.  that  more  Greek  manufcripts  were  collated  iti  this 
edition,  but  I  can  fee  no  ground  for  the  conjeAure". 

4:  To  the  foregoing  accounts  muft  be  added,  that 
Dionyfius  Barfalibseus*,  who  was  bifliop  of  Amidafroni 
1 166  to  1 1 71,  revifed  this  verfion,  and  publifbed  a  new 
edition,  to  which- Ridley*s  copy,  that  is  defcribedas 
having  been  collated  with  four  manufcripts**,  may  moft 
probably  be  referred.  See  Ridley's  treatife,  p.  47 — p 
and  Affeman,  Tom.  II.  p^94'^.     *       '  • 

I  will  now  confider  the  ndture  and  charafter  of  the 
verfion  itfelf.  As  it  appeared  not  in  print  till  after  the 
three  firft  editions  of  the  prefent  work,  and  asf  I  had  no 
opportunity  of  examining  a  manufcript,  I  was  obliged 
to  rely  on  the  accounts  that  were  given  by  others,  efpe- 
cially  by  Storr,  who  had  feen  the  Syriac  original. .  I 
here  publicly  acknowledge  my  obligations  for  the  infor- 
mation received,  which  I  have  fince  found  by  experi- 
ence to  be  grounded  on  the  truth**,  and  will  fubjoin 
therefore,  in  a  note'*,  the  obfervations  which  I  had  bor- 
rowed, 

*  His  life,  and  writU^gs  are  defcribed  at  length  in  Affemani  Bibl.  Ofr 
Tom.  ir.  p.  156 — 211.  , 

*»  The*  tranflation  is  in  the  higbeft  poflible  degree  literal,  as  appears 
from  Store's  diflffrtation,  §  39-"43'  The  SyriaC  language  has  no  ar- 
ticle 
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rowed,  on  account  of  the  well-chofen  examples  that  arc 
feledted  as  proofs,  and  will  clofe  this  feftion  with  an  ex- 
traft  from  the  fixteenth  volume  of  the  Oriental.  Biblio- 
thek,  in  which  I  reviewed  at  large  White's  edition  of 
this  celebrated  verfion,  where  the  reader  will  find  ex- 
amples and  proofs,  the  prefent  room  being  too  confined 
to  admit  more  than  the  general  conclufions. 

The  intrinlic  worth  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  admits 
no  comparifon  with  that  of  the  Pefhito  j  the  ftyle  is 
much  inferior,  and  more  difficult  to  be  underftood,  the 
verfion  is  lefs  accurate,  and  the  tranflator  was  lefs  ac- 
quainted with  the  Greek ;  it  is  neither  fo  valuable  to  a 
divine,  for  the  purpofes  of  inftruftion  in  the  Chriftian 
religion,  nor  to  the  learned  expofitor  as  a  mean  of  ex- 
plaining difficult  and  doubtful  paflages.  But  the  verfioa 
is  not  devoid  of  value,  and  is  of  real  importance  to  ^ 
critic,  whofe  objeft  is  to  feleft  a  variety  of  readings^ 
with  the  view  of  reftoring  the  genuine  text  of  the  Greek 
original :  for  he  may  be  fully  ajOTured,  that  every  phrafe 
and  expreffion  is  a  precife  copy  of  the  Greek  text,  as  it 
ftood  in  the  manufcript  from  which  the  verfion  wa3 
niode.     But  as  it  is  not  prior  to  the  fixth  century,  an^ 

the 

tide,  becaufe  the  ftattts  emphatlcus  fupplies  its  place ;  (fee  ffiy  Chaldoc 

Grammar,  4  'io,  though  I  confefs  that  in  ihaiijr  Sjrriac  words  the  ftatus 

emphaticus  has  loft  its  force)  :  hut  that  not  even  a  titde  of  the  Creole 

Slight  be  loft,  the  tranflator  has  ufed  for  the  Greek  Article,  oofi  «*«oi  ^Qj} 

and     >.N^^  in  the  fame  manner  as  iile  and  ille  are  fometiffles  intreducel 

in  iflcorreiSk  modern  Latin.    He  has  adopted  Greek  words,  writing,  for 

inilance,  fuixx^v  in  Syriac  chara^ers  ^\!^}y>j   has  attempted  to  ex- 

prefs  the  oompoiltioh  of  Greek  words,  translating  tt-rfCtM  by  £jj*^sgkm 

|A^2,  afi4  e^iWt^  by  |juo«  /ioy^9km,  has  paid  a  ktlSt  attenfion  to 

tiiminativ^^fJEHkifatbig  fx^^    ^Y  l  r ii^  •*!    ^x^^^  ^7  {iPOjoj,  w9v«(«y 

^y  \^^,  n\9t4it99  by  {Aa>OjA^9  ^^s  ToaAt  it  a  rule  to  tranflate  th< 

fame  Greek  work  in  all  cafes  in  the  fame  manner,  has  imitated  the  Grc^k 

tonftruftion,  wriHng  |  ^qp.  W  dli*  jooi  A*]  Matth,  iii.  4.  becaufe  tx« 

governs  an  acciifalive,  though  ^^j  requires  a  nominative  j  has  retained, 

^bercvet  it  was  pofTxble,  the  Greek  arrangement,  and  even  the  Greek 

orthography,  iit  Oriental  word«,  not  excepting  thofe  cafts  in  which  the 

G»eek letters  were  inc;apab]e. of  expreffing  the  Oriental  founds;  he  has 

written  for  inflance  x«f««  r4^#x^«w,  •*jl^.©|o}jr)  \ic\^, 

E  2 
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the  Pcftiito  was  written  either  at  tjie  cpd  of  the  firft,  or 
at  the  beginning  of  the  f^cond  century  *S  it  is  of  lefs 
importance  to  know  the  readings  of  the  Greek  manu- 
fcript,  that  was  ufed  in  the  former,  than  tho^  of  the 
original  employed  in  the  Utter. 

I'.  The  Syriac  language,  that  appears  in  perfeft  purity 
ia  the  old  verlion,  is  intermixed  in  the  Philoxenian  with 
a  variety  of  Greek  words,  which  render  it  unpleafing, 
and  their  diverfity  of  ftyle  betrays  not  only  a  diftance  of 
time,  but  diiference  of  place.  The  intermixture  of  Greek 
words  is  not  merely  fuch  as  is  found  in  the  later  Syriac 
writers,  efpecially  in  Bar  Hebraeus,  but  the  tranflator  ap- 
pears to  have  been  anxioufly  careful  to  retain  the  marks 
and  idioms  of  the  original,  that  are  inadmiflibie  into 
other  languages,  and,  as  if  a  certain  beauty  and  energy 
lay  concealed  in  the  very  forms  of  the  Greek  words,  he 
exprefles  even  the  vowels,  and  the  terminations  of  the 
Greek  cafes:  for  inftance,  Mark  i.  28.  he  has  written 
\o;qo.^oi2w  becaufc  vi^iy^ui^o;  is  there  ufcd  in  the  accu- 
iativc,  but  Mark  vi.  cc.  he  has  written  jjoo^oFia.  The 
old  Syriac  tranflator,  inftead  of  Greek  words  with  ter- 
minations of  cafes,  has  written  pure  Syriac,  ufing  in 
*the  firft  inftance  |;Z.|,  in  the  fecond  }::^;|.  Again,  Mark 
liii.  15.  K«»  r^uy.Jifi^w  is  rendered  j^^mom^)  ^ooi^  (pouio^ 
cbut  in  the  old  Syriac  veriion  is  ^^.aIx*  ^ooou*.  See  Orient. 
-Bibl.  Vol*  XVL  p.  124,  125^ 

2.  The  author  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  as  Storr  oh- 
^fcrvcs,  §  47.  has  evidently  made  the  Pefhito  the  bafis  of 
''his  own,  and  has  altered  what  he  fiippofed  to  be  not  fuf- 
'ficiently  precife.     This  was  remarked  in  the  preceding 

feftion,  with  refpedt  to  the  verfion  of  the  Revelation  of 
'St.  John.      ■        ^  '  ^ 

3.  The  verfion  is  not.only  literil,  but,  in  the  ftrifteft 
fcnfe  of  the  word,  fervilej  and  it  feems  to  have  been  the 

.  rcfolution  of  the  tranflator,  that  not  a  fingle  tone  of  the 

.  Greek  origiiul  (hould  be  loft.     Mark  xiv.  58.  ^*a  tjiwi 

n/Affwv  is  trariflafeed  in  the  old  verfion  intelligibly,  and 

in  good  Syriac,  ^^ou  jzCiAik,  but  becaufe  ^*«  is  ufed  in 

the  Greek,  the  author  of  the  Philoxenian  verlion  has 

rendered 
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rendered  the  pafiage  in  the  following  ridiculous  and  un- 
meaning manner,  |j|  ixo  V>r^  ^fxsfi*  Li^  «.»£:>,  '  through 
(literally,  ^  through  the  h^nd')  three  days,  I  build  an- 
other/ See  Orient.  Bit)],  xvi.  n^ — 1^2*'.  Markxiii. 
26,  xai  TOTff  o^^o^Tdti  Toi/  mov  TV  atr^^ceiTtf  IS  rendered  in  the 
old  verfion  \mj\:  ot;xi\  wculicv>^ -^t^^^o,  and  as  the  other 
tranflator  was  obliged  to  retain  tnis  mode  of  expreffion, 
becaufe  the  idiom  of  the  Synac  language  admits  no 
other,  he  has  gone  fo  far  as  to  mark  >vith  an  obelus  the 
pleonaflic  fuffix  w9u  in  woujotMj,  as  not  being  in  the. 
Greek,  but  has  fortunately  forgotten  to  put  the  fame 
mark  over  01  in  m;s^»  which,  as  well  as  the  preceding,' 
neither  was  nor  could  be  ufed  in  the  original.  A  \ct^, 
fion  thus  fervilely  precife,  might  perhaps  have  edified  a 
luperftitious  enthufiaft,  but  could  have  given  no  pl^a- 
fure  to  a  rational  reader,  who  feeks  not  the  ibadow,  but 
the  fubftance. 

4.  Exceptions  are?  fometimes  found  to  the  foregoing 
obfervation,  where  the  tranflation  is  more  free,  more 
agreeable  to  good  fenfe,  and  the  idiom  of  the  language, 
and  where  ulual  expreflions  of  the  Pefliito  are  retained  : 
for  inHance,  | A*  Ajo,  dies  natalis,  Matth,  xjv.  6.  Mark 
vi.  21.  Nor  does  the  tranflator  at  all  times  attempt  to 
exprefs  the  Greek  diminutives.  See  Or.  BibL  xvi.  123. 
U4. 

5.  Oriental  proper  names  are  written,  according  to 
the  Greek  orthography,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  entirely  to 
deftroy  their  Oriental  etymology ;  for  inftance,  when 
l^x&jjof,  in  Hebrew  ipjr,  occurs  in  the  accufative,  we  find 
Jfl  the  Philoxenian  verfion  ^oraao}-:  and  what  is  dill  more 
Sxtraordinarj%  when  the  fame  proper  name  occurs  twice 
jp  a  pafiage,  the  Greek  orthography  is  prefervcd  in  one 
mftance'  by  inferting  one  of  the  matres  ledionis  ^ooij, 
as  in  the  foregoing  example,  in  the  other  inftance  it  is 
written  according  to  the  true  'Oriental  orthography'*, 
Or,  Bibl.  xvi,  p.  128 — ij2.  162.  163.  The  tranf* 
i^torthen  hasftudioufly  neglefted  an  advantage,  which 
aSyriac  verfion  of  the  New  Teftamcnt  might  peculiarly 
poffcfs,  that  of  expreffing  properly  and  intplligibly  Ori- 
WUl  proper  narpes. 

53.  6.  T{ic 
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6.  The  fame  phrafes  that  «e  properly  tranilated  in 
the  Pefhito,  are  often  falTely  rendered  in  the  Phil,  vcr- 
fion,  for  inftance  x(zt»  roir*?,  Mark  xiii,  8%  is  given  in 
the  forxxier  by  jooiJoojO  *in  various  places *V  but  in 
the  latter  by  JAdo>  ^bua  '  in  all  places.'  In  general, 
Polycarp,  notwithftanding  his  afFeftion  for  the  Greek 
idiom,  was  by  no  means  lb  well  acquainted  with  the 
Greek  language  as  his  pfedeceflbr. 

7.1  have  carefully  collated  the  fourteen  firft  chapters 
of  St.  M|fl^»  in  order  to  difcover  to  what  manufcripts 
this  verfion  is  principally  related,  and  with  this  view 
have  confined  myfelf  to  thofe  readings,  which  are  found 
either  in  a  fingle  manufcript  only,  or  in  a  very  few.  The 
refult  of  this  collation  was  as  follows. 

The  Philoxenian  verfion  has  five  readings  that  are 
found  in  no  manufcript  hitherto  examined :  namely, 
chap.  i.  44.  vi.  15,  21.  ix.  i^*   xiv.  69, 

It  agrees  with  the  Cod.  Cant,  in  fix  unufual  readings, 
ilamely  chap.  i.  5.  zi.  iv.  9.  vii/ 13.  viii.  17.  xiv,  42. 

And  in  five  with  the  Cod.  Winchelfeanus,  Chap.  iii. 
ii,  iv.  II.  V.  7.  vi.  II.  viii.  4. 

I  found  alfo  feveral  fingle  examples  of  coincidence 
with  particular  manufcripts,  which  may  be  feen  iri  the 
Or.  Bibl.  p.  158 '^  It  is  true  that  a  comparifon  of  only 
fourteen  chapters  is  not  fufficient  to  enable  us  to  form 
aln  adequate  judgement,  and  whoever  would  take  the 
trouble  to  examine  it  with  all  due  attention,  might  de- 
termine with  more  certainty  the  worth  and  the  edition 
of  the  collated  manufcripts,  as  well  as  of  the  verfion  it- 
felf.  The  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament  (hould  be 
likewife  compared,  but  if  1  had  leifure  for  the  talk,  I 
have  no  opportunity,  as  only  the  four  Gofpels  have  ap- 
peared in. print. 

The  Greek  tranflation  of  Chaldee  and  Hebrew  ex- 
preflions*,  as  Eli,  Eli,  lama  fabadthani,  is  tranflated  into 
Syriac,  which  in  fadl  was  neceflary  in  the  Philoxenian 
verfion,  as  the  words  are  fo  disfigured,  that  no  Syrian 
could  have  underftood  them  without  an  explanation. 

Jhe  ftory'of  the  adulterefs,  John  vii.  53 — 'Viii.  xi. 
'  .    .   was 

♦  Matth.  xxvii.  46.  Mark  vii.  11.  34.  xiv.  36*  xv.  34.    John  i.  42. 
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was  tranilated  neither  byPolycarp  nor  Tliomas :  in  fomc 

raanufcrip.ts  therefore  the  paflagc  is  entirely  omitted**, 
in  others  it  is  found  with  the  additioii  of  a  note^  figni* 
fying  that  it  was  rendered  by  a  different  tranilator.  1a 
this  manner  it  is  found  in  Ridley's  manufcript>  as  tranf- 
lated  in  522  by  Mari  Aba,  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
feftion,  and  Storr  found  it  in  the  Paris  MS-  likeivifc 
with  the  addition  of  a  note^  exprefling  that  a  monk  of 
the  name  of  Paul  was  tlie  tranilator,  but  Storr  obfcrvcs 
that  the  paragraph,  as  it  (lands  in  this  manufcript,  dif- 
fers from  the  text  of  Ulher*s  manufcript,  from  which  it 
was  taken  for  the  London  Polyglot'*.  The  clofe  of  the 
16^*  chap,  of  theepiftle  to  the  Romans  is  found  like- 
wife  at  the  end  of  the  14^**  chapter,  but  1  John  v.  7.  is 
entirely  omitted.  In  a  paffage  of  importance,  i  Tim. 
iii.  16.  where  curiofity  is  excited  on  account  of  the  Mo- 
Dophyfite  difputes,  and  where  the  greateft  ac(!uracy 
might  therefore  be  expefted,  we  are  left  entirely  in  the 
dark.  Eyo-tCitais  generally  tranflated  in  the  Phil,  verfioa 
\t^i  Lf>\,M2XM^  but  in  this  pafl'age  the  text  of  Ridky*s  firft 
manufcript"  is   h^^no  wA^ji  joC^  i^li^.!  Zo;-»2i^»  |:Ji, 

and,  as  I  underftand  from  p.  49  of  Ridley *s  difiertation^ 
ooi  is  added  in  the  margin,  on  which  he  obferves,  that 
I  and  Of  are  commonly  exprefled  in  this  verfion  by  \  ©oi. 
It  Ihould  feem  then  that  the  reading  of  the  Greek  xna- 
nufcript,  from  which  the  Phil-  verfion  was  made,  was  ic 
i^ftwf tcS^jj,  were  not  the  probability  diminiftied  by  the 
two  following  circumflances  :  i.  that  001  is  wailting  in 
the  text,  and  is  added  in  the  margin  as  a  various  read^ 
ing;  2.  that  jou^  is  here  fuperfluous,  and  alters  the 
ufual  phrafe,  *  beauty  of  fear,'  into  *  beauty  of  the  fcar 
of  God.*  Here  Ridley  remarks,  that  though  fwciCci*  is 
commonly  tranflated  in  the  Pelhito  jow!^  zCx^!.  *  fear 
of  God,*  and  in  the  Phil,  verfion  *  beauty  of  fear,*  he 
has  never  met  with  an  inftance  where  thcfc  two  expref- 
fions  are  joined  together.  We  might  conjefturc  that 
the  tranflator  intended  to  unite  both  readings,  c^  and 
Sfof,  and  -to  render  the  paflage  as  if  the  original  were 
^«pf  fij  ffavifo^^u,  but  here  again  tlic  ccnjcdiire  is  de- 
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feated,  bccaufe  t^j  ftands  in  ftatu  conftnifto.  The 
fecond  manufcript  of  Ridley '^^  having  the  fepiftles  ac- 
cording to  the  text  of  the  Peftiito,  can  afford  us  no  af- 
fiftance  on  this  occafion,  and  the  learned  are  naturally 
curious  to  know  the  reading  of  other  manufcripts  of  the* 
Phil,  verlion.  A  fingle  Olaph  added  at  the  end  of  ^^; 
would  make  a  confiderable  alteration  "• 

Of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  which  were  collated  with 
the  Syriac,  and  from  which  Greek  various  readings  wer« 
added  in  the  margin,  an  atrcpunt  will  be  given  in  the 
following  chapter,  in  treating  of  the  Codices  Thomaj 
Heracleenfis, 

In  the  Cur^e  in  iiftns  ^poftolortjm  Syriacos,  T  ven* 
tured  a  coiyefture,  that  the  Philoxenian  verfion  might 
in  fome  calcs  have  been  interpolated  from  the  marginal 
readings,  and  the  Pefhito  from  the  Philoxenian.  Ridley 
was  of  a  different  opinion,  as  he  found  by  aftual  expe* 
rience,  that  his  manufcripts  confirmed  not  the  4^th  of. 
my  coryeftures.  I  candidly  confcfs  that  both  the  argu- 
ments, and  the  examples,  which  I  alleged  in  fupport  of 
them,  have  fince  appeared  to  me  to  be  doubtful  5  but 
^s  doubt  is  the  only  mean  of  difcovering  the  truth.  Ire- 
tained  in  the  third  edition  the  remarks,  which  I  had 
road^  on  this  fubjeft  in  the  fecond,  Storr,  who  has  ex- 
amined feveral  manufcripts  of  thi&verfion,  contends  that 
my  former  fxifpicjons  are  really  grounded.  He  fays,  in 
the  53**  fciflion  of  his  differtation,  that  he  found  iti  the 
text  of  fcvera}  manufcripts  of  the  PhiL  verfion,  what 
others,  and  even  thofe  of  Ridley,  have  in  the  margin, 
of  which  he  gives  feveral  examples:  fecondly,  (§  61, 62.) 
that  the  Pelnito  is  i^  fome  inftances  interpolated  from 
the  Philo?cenian,  and  fometimes  the  latter  from  the  forr 
pier  (§  56, 57,)  The  reader  may  compare  therefore 
thcj^  feftions  qf  StQrr*s  diiTertation  with  the  16'*"  fee- 
tion  of  that  6f  Ridley. 

According  to  the  teftimony  of  Adler,  the.  Roman 
jnsiniifcripts  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  are  not  only  dif- 
JFcrpnt:  from  that  of  Ridley,  publiflied  by  White,,  but,  as 
appeared  to  him  oq  examination,  more  corr^ft :  we  may 
tnerefo/c;  expeft,  i^  fome  future  per  fed,  a  mofe  ot^rrcft 
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edition.     See  Orient.  BibU  V0L.XVIL  N^  266,  p-  tij. 
and  Vol.  XVIILp.  277^'. 

It  was  obferved  in  the  former  part  of  this  fedion,th^ 
Wetftein,  in  order  to  enrich  his  coliedion  of  various 
readings,  madeextrafts  from  Ridley's  manufcript,  which 
at  that  time  had  never  been  printed,  and  thcfc  extrafts 
were  during  many  years  our  only  fourceof  information. 
Now,  though  we  cannot  but  admire  his  extraordinary 
diligence,  in  feledting  in  the  ihort  fpace  of  fourteen  days 
lb  many  valuable  materials,  yet  fincc  the  mauufcript  has 
been  printed,  and  we  are  able  to  compare  it  with  the  cx- 
tradrs  of  Wetftein,  we  muft  acknowledge  not  only  that 
they  are  very  imperfeft,  as  might  be  expedVed  from  fo  ' 
(hort  a  time,  but  fometimes.Adtually  falle,  the  miftakeJ 
being  occafioned  as  well  by  a  want  of  iufficient  know-- 
ledgc  of  the  Syriac,  as  by  the  hurry  in  which  he  wrote, 
Ofthefethe  reader  will  find  examples  in  the  16'**  volume 
of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  p.  143 — 155,  taken  from  the  four- 
teen fiift  chapters  of  St.  Mark.  •  Every  critic  theref(3rc 
•who  would  quote  various  readings  from  the  Philoxeniaa 
vei*fion,  muft  have  recourfe  to  the  verfion  itfelf,  and  not 
conclude  from  the  filence;  of  .Wetftein  in  any  paflage^ 
that  no  various  readings  exift:     If  the  work  fliould  be 
ever  publilhed  complete,  I  hope  that  fome  future  critic 
who  has  abilities  for  the  undertaking,  will  fupply^what 
is  hitherto  wanting ^^ 
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Ey.iDE  the  Pefliito  and  Philoxehian  vertbfflV  it 
is  probable  that  there  exifted  others,  with  which  at 
pFefent  we  are  unacquainted.  '  Ridley  is  even  of  opinion 
that  tbePelhito  is  acompo(itionx>f  feveralSyriac  verfibm, 
niade  in  the  firft  centiiry,  in  the  fa^ne  mtoner  zs  the  La- 
tin  Vulgater  But  this  is  very  improbable,  and  totally 
Mounded  on  hiftorical  evidence,     Syria  h^id  an*  efta- 
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bliihed  church  at  an  earlier  period  than  any  <;ountry  in 
Europe,  for  the  kings  of  EdclFa  were  converted  to  Chrif- 
tianity  before  the  middle  of  the  firft  century^  and  the 
ceremotvies  of  the  church  were  attended,  with  folemnity 
and  pomp.  When  a  religion  is  thus  publicly  introduc- 
ed, the  fir  ft  care  is  to  procure  an  authentic  version  of  the 
jacred  writings  for  the  public  {ervice,  and  the  fituatioa 
cf  the  Syrian  church  in  the  firft  centuries,  was  very  diflfer- 
ent  from  that  of  the  Latin  in  the  countries  to  the  north 
and  fouth  of  the  Mediterranean,  where  no  verfion  was 
made  by  public  authority,  but  a  great  variety  of  indivi- 
duals made  private  tr^flations  for  themfelves. 

On  the  other  hand  we  have  feen  above  that  verfions 
*ere  made  by  Mari  Abba,  and  Paul  the  monfc,  but  what 
books  they  tranflated  is  unknown*.. 

The  Neltorian  Chriftians  who  inhabit  the  mountains 
of  Affyria,  whofe  language  differs  in  fome  refpefts  from 
that  of  the  more  Weftcrn  Jacobites,  and  who  pronounce 
their  dialeft  of  Aramaean  as  we  pronounce  Chaldee'. 
have  a  peculiar verfion,  which,  they  call  the  Karkufite, 
(|A*a-o;^>.  This  name  is  probably  derived  from  }a^;j?, 
which  fignifics  the  head,  and  alfo  the  top  of  a  mountain, 
and  Affeman  tranflated  it  *  montana/  He  fpeaks  indeed 
,  of  thi&  verfion  in  treating  of  the  Old  Teftament,  but 
there  isreafon  to  fuppofe  that  it  includes  alfo  the  New. 
We  have  no  further  account  of  this  verfion,  than  that 
the  cekbrated  and  learned  Gregorius  Bar  Hebrseus,  or  as 
he  is  called  Abulpharagius,  has  often  quoted  it  in  his 
commentary  on  the  Bible  entituled  Horreum  myfteri- 
ortim*.  See  Affemani  Bibl.  Or.  Tom*  ILp.'283.  I 
wilh  I  had  an  opportunity  of  confulting  this  verfion  on 
Afts  XX.  28.  and  i  Tim.  iii.  16.  becaufe  thofe  are  paf- 
fages,  that  relate  immediately  to  the  religious  contro- 
Verfy  between  the  Neftorians  and  Eutychians'.  The 
leadings  0i»  and  0£^  would  be  favourable  to  the  Euty- 
chians,  the  other  to  the  Neftorians.  A  learned  traveller 
•would  merit  the  thanks  of  the  public  who  could  difcover 
a  copy  of  this  verfion  in  one  of  the  countries,  that  bor- 
der 

e  AfTema'ii  Bibl.  Orient.  Tom.  III.  P.  II.  p.  379. 
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der  on  the  Tigris,  and  ftill  contain  many  literary  trea« 
fures  of  great  importance*. 

Profelibr  Adler  found  at  Rome  a  valuable  Syriac  or 
rather  Chaldee  verfion  of  the  New  Teftament,  though  it 
is  only  a  Leftionarium.  Of  this  mafiufcript,  which  is 
known  in  the  Vatican  by  the  name  olF  Codex  Vaticanus 
xix.  he  gave  me  an  account,  which  I  printed  in  the  19^ 
volume  of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  No.  287.  and  he  has  him- 
felf  given  a  more  circumftantial  defcription  of  it  in  his 
Biblical  and  critical  Journey  to  Rome,  p.  118 — 127^ 
It  is  written  in  charafters  that  differ  from  the  common 
alphabet,  of  which  I  have  given  a  fpecimen  in  the  cop- 
per-plate belonging  to  the  5***  fedlion  of  the  Syriac  gram- 
mar, under  the  name  of  Alphabetum  Adlerianum :  and 
I  have  added  another  plate  with  a  fac-fimile  of  the  re- 
markable paffage  Matth.  xxvii.  f^.  where  the  reading 
of  this  manufcript  is  Jefus  Barabbas.  The  ftatus  em* 
phaticus  pluralis  ends  inK^,  and  the  prefix  to  the  third 
perfon  of  the  plurahis  not  Nun,  as  ufual  in  Syriac,  but 
Jod :  its  dialed  is  therefore  Eaft  Aramaean  or  Chaldee.  ^ 
The  following  is  a  fpecimen  taken  from  Matth.  xxviL 
15—23.  which  isali  thit  Adler  communicated. 


t-^  y.m  \  ocp  }  ii  g)  ]  in,  .Vi^  *aa  .^  ]oai  w!  r 

V^  j.  a,  w\  t^M  ^^.o  y>  ^001^  w!  |ooi  ^«^^  oooi!  ^^ID  ;l^ 

r^]  ■     ■   ^  I.  ^-V>  ^CL^oi!  .y^cno  ^jS;  ;..jd  n.  m  >)  ]•  ^^  ^^^ 

'-sxJLm  001!  y-.dio  a\[S^  6r   m  V)  ^xx>  \LJi^^^j  >3k.j^  ;^^  }ooi 
^ou\aj^  o;*2o]o  ^»»i>.,»iifcV>y  cAiV>  ^01 « .ma  .at  ,a„iN  ^.^^^  ^) 

-^^r  ^^^  ^r^'j^ 
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The  various  readings  of  this  mknufcript  arc  of  great, 
confequence,  but  it  is  not  yet  known  to  what  dialcdt  of 
tht  Aramaean  language  the  verfion  is  to  be  referred.  J-  S. 
Afieman»  in  the  ihort  defcription  which  be  basgiven  of  it, 
lijrs  it  is  written  in  the  dialeft  of  P^leftine,  but  whether  he 
had  hiftorical  grounds  for  this  affeition/Adler,  to  whom. 
1  ppop9fed  the  queftion>  was  unable  to  difcover.  The 
term  dialeftus  Palaeftinas  is  very  indeterminate,  becslufe 
the  dialeft  ufed  in  the  northern  part  of  that  country  was 
different  from  that  of  Jerufaleip^  and  I  would  therefore 
prefer  diale<5lus  Judase^  or  dialcftus  Hierofolymitana. 
But  it  is  uncertain  whether  this  verfion  was  made  in  any 
part  of  Paleftine>  and  it  is  not  impoffiblo  that  it  is  the  fame- 
with  the  above-mentioned  Karkufite*.  In  (bort>  it  were 
much  to  be  wiftied  that  we  had  better  accounts  of  it,  or. 
rather  tliat  we  were  in  poffefiion  of  the  verfion  itfeif. 
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WE  have  likewHe  a  verfion  of  the  New  Teftament 
m  the  Coptic  language,  of  which  I  -can  judge 
only  frc»n  the  teftimony  of  others*  The  Coptic  was  the 
common  language  of  Egypt  before  the  invaiibn  of  the 
Saracens;  it  is  a  mixture  of  the  old  Egyptian  ^nd  the 
Greeky  but  is  neither  ^ken  norunderilood  by  the  pio- 
dern  Egyptians*-  Accpunts  of  i|^  may  be  feen  in  differ* 
cnt  places  of  the  ThefauAas  epiftolicus  la.  Crozapus,  of 
which  the  index  may  bexonfulted  for  the  articles  Copti- 
cys,  iEgjrptus;  Wilke,  and  Wilkins.  It  hds  no  affinity 
to  the  Hrf>rew;  except  in  fingle  words  which  have  been 
borrowed fropx  the  Arabic,  as  we  areinformcd  by  t'hole 
who  are^mafters  of  the  language,  and  as  every  man  who 
can  read  t^e  Coptic  letters;  may  himfelf  difcover,  both 
from. the  Coptic  grammars,  and  from  the  Diftionary.of 
LaCi-Qze,  publifticd  by  Woide  ^  at  Oxford  in  1775. 
.  Thofe 
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Thofe  who  have  hitherto  been  able  to  read  and  examine 
the  Coptic  verfion,  contend  that  it  is  ancient,  and  Wilkins 
in  the  preface  to  his  edition  of  the  Coptic  New  Tefta- 
ment,  has  fupported  its  antiquit)"  by  feveral  arguments, 
which  to  the  editors  of  the  Ada  eruditorum  for  1 7  i  7,  p. 
436,437,  appeared  however  unfetisfaftory.  His  chief  ar- 
gument is  drawn  from  Antonius,  who  began  to  lead  an  af- 
ceticlife  about  the  year  271.  It  is  known  that  this  Egyp- 
tian was  ignorant  of  Greek ,  and  yet  many  have  tefti  fied  that 
he  read  tlie  New  Teftament.     But  to  this  argument  the 
authors  of  the  Afta  eruditorum  reply,  that  the  only  in- 
ference to  fac  deduced  is,  that  there  was  at  that  time  a 
tranflation  of  the  Bible  in  Egypt,  not  that  the  pfefent 
Coptic  was  the  verfion  read  by  Antonius.     The  objec- 
tion is  the  more  plaufible,  becaufe  there  aftually  exifts 
another  verfion  of  the  Bible   in  the  dialcft   of  Upper 
Egypt,  which  (hall  be  examinee?  in  the  following  fedion. 
See  Thef.  La  Croz.  Tom.  Ill,  283,  and  Jablonfki  Pan- 
theon jEgypt.  P.  11.  Prolegomena,  p.  130.  Thearguments 
alleged  by   Wetftein,  p.  no.  to  prove  it  to  be  more 
modern,  are  totally  ungrounded,  and  it  is  therefore  a 
matter  of  doubt  whether  the  Coptic,  or  that  written  in 
Upper  Egypt,  is  the  verfion  that  exifted  in  the  third 
century*.  At  all  events  the  Coptic  mufl  be  regarded  as  a 
principal  verfion,  having  given  birth  to  feveralothersin  the 
Arabic  language :  forfince  the  time  that  Eg}''pt  was  in- 
vaded by  the  Saracens,  who  extirpated  the  old  language, 
the  Egyptians  have  generally  annexed  to  the  Coptic  New 
Teftament  an  Arabic  tranflation,  which  hasalmoilfuper- 
fcded  the  original.    Bjxt  the  Coptic  is  fliil  ufed  in  the 
fervice  of  the  Egyptian  church,  though  underftood  by 
none  of  the  audience.     The  readings  of  the  Coptic  have 
a  (Irikifig  affinity  with  thofe  of  the  Latin  verfion,  and 
fometimes  withthofe  of  the  Codex  Cantabrtgienfis.  The 
ftory  of  the  adtjlterefs  is  found  iii  fome  copies,  and  omit* 
ted  in  others* ;  but  1  John  v.  7.1$  omitted  10  alU 
Wetftein  has  alfo  obferved  that  the  Coptic  New  Tcfta* 
meat  has  a  very  great  fimikrky  to  the  quotations  of 
Origen,  Eufebiuf^  Cyril,  and  to  the  Alexandrine  ma* 

oufcjipts ; 
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nu(cripts :  this  inquiry  I  have  never  made  with  dcfign, 
but  I  have  obferved  in  the  courfe  of  my  reading  its  re* 
.markable  coincidence  with  the  readings  of  Origen. 

Thomas  Mar(hail  had  once  thoughts  of  printing  the 
Coptic  verfion*,  but  his  defign  proving  abortive,  the  pub- 
lication was  referved  for  the  celebrated  David  Wilkins, 
a  native  of  Metnel  in  Pruffia,  who  after  having  ftudied 
the  Coptic,  made  a  journey  to  Amfterdam,  with  the  de- 
fign of  comrhittingthe  Coptic  verfion  to  the  prefsv  But 
feve^al  advantageous  circumftances  offering  themfelves 
at  Oxford,  he.  repaired  to  that  Univerfity,  at  whofe  ex- 
pence  he  publifhed  the  Coptic  New  Teftament,  which 
was  printed  at  the  Theatre  ih  1 7 1 6  ^.  Befides  a  long  pre- 
face, he  added  a  Latin  tranflation  of  the  Coptic  text : 
but  Jabloniki  and  La  Croze  have  no  very  favourable  opi- 
nion of  bis  work,  and  have  ranked  him  among  the  mere 
pretenders  to  learning,  the  former  having  declared  that 
on  a  curfory  perufal  of  the  Go^els  of  St.  Matthew  and  St. 
Mark,  and  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  he  found  not  lefs 
than  150  deviations  from  the  Copjtic  text,  in  the  Latin 
tranllation  of  thofe  books  alone.  Now  this  judgment 
is  not  onlyfevere  and  partial^  but  even  grounded  on  error, 
for  thofe  critics  who  in  later  times  have  paid  particular 
attention  to  the  Coptic  language,  have  a  much  n^ore  fi^- 
vourable  opinion  of  Wilkins*  Befide  the  unavoidable 
errors  of  the  prefs,  there  were  many  errata  in  the  ma- 
nufcripts,  from  which  the  edition  was  printed  :  among 
thpfe  were  feveral  grammatical  errors,  which  Jablonfki  fays 
i>ught  to  have  been  corre(fted  by  Wilkins.  But  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  of  found  crlticifm,  no  editor  is  juftified, 
on  the  firfi  impreflion  of  a  manufcript,  in  cOrreftingwhat 
he  fuppofes  to  be  faulty :  it  is  his  duty  to  prefent  to  the 
public  a  true  copy  of  the  Original,  and  not  to  alter  it  ac- 
cqrdingto  his  own  judgement,  which  may  be  frequently 
erroneous.  Later  critics  in  this  language  have  likewife  ob- 
ferved that  many  expreilions,  which  have  the  appearance 
of  being  ungramrnatical,  may  in  another  dialed  be  real- 
ly admiflible,.  and  Jthat  an  editor  who  publifhed  before 
the  exigence  of  either  a  good  lexicon,,  or  a  good  grarp- 
6    -   *  mar, 
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mar,  is  at  leaft  excufable  if  he  feithfully  prints  .the  very 
miftakes  of  grammar  contained  in  his  manuicript*  it 
cannot  be  denied  that  V/iikins  took  great  pains-to  pre- 
fent  the  world  with  a  faithful  copy,  and  that  his  endea- 
vours were  not  without  fuccefs.  From  the  firft  editor 
of  a  work  perfeftion  is  not  to  be  expefted,  later  edi- 
tors have  an  opportunity  of  collating  a  great  variety  cf 
manufcripts,  and  if  Woide  had  undertaken  the  tafk,  we 
might  have  juftly  expefted  a  very  complete  edition  of 
the  Coptic  verfion  *. 

Mill,  who  was  not  acquainted  with  Coptic,  has  given 
cxtradis  from  the  Coptic  verfion  among  his  various  read- 
ings, which  may  ftill  be  regarded  as  authentic,  becaufc 
they  were  taken  from  the  papers  that  were  left  by  Mar- 
flial^     Eengel  has  made  fome  additions  to  the  extradks 
of  Mill,  which  are  equally  authentic,  as  the  author  was 
indebted  for  them  to  La  Croze.  Wilkins  in  his  Prolego- 
mena, p*  1 1  — ^40.  has  taken  notice  of  thofe  readings  whicli 
appeared  to  him  to  be  remarkable :  thefe  have  been  ufed 
by  Wetftein,  who  has  in   this  manner  augmented  the 
collection  of  his  predeccffors.  Yet  impartial  critics  have, 
obferved  that  the  readings  coUefted  by  Wilkins  aie  not 
all  of  them  authentic,  not  to  mention  thofe  which  he 
has  omitted :  for  inftance  Luke  xiii.  8.  ^Xta  Kvn-fiw  ac* 
cording  to  Wilkins  is  expreffed  in  the  Coptic  dem  ara- 
tionem  ei,  a  very  extraordinary  tranflation,  fincc  the 
fubjeA  relates  to  a  vine ;  but  Wilkins  was  miftaken,  aAd 
the  Coptic  verfion  has  properly  expreffed  the  Greek  oA- 
ginaL     This  reading  Wetftein  has  judicioufly  omitted. 
John  xviii.    i-  x^i/*«ff«?  rwv  xiJf&)v  or  t»  xti^u  is,  *  ac- 
cording to  Wilkins,  expreffed  in  the  Coptic  by  torrefis 
pkntatoris,  whereas  the  Coptic  expreffes  exadtly  t»  xfjjf a, 
the  reading  of  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  which  is  found 
in  no  other  Greek  manufcript.    This  remark  is  taken 
from  Wetftein,  to  whom  it  was  communicated  by  men 
well  acquainted  with  the  Coptic.    John   xxi.  8.  for 
Jtaxofl-i^^  the  Coptic,  according  to  Wilkins,  has  700, 
but  in  fad  it  is  koo,  as  Wetftein  has  rightly  quoted  in 

his  various  readings "''. 

Thofe 
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Thofc  who  truft  to  the  Latin  tranflation  for  the  va- 
rious readings  of  the  Coptic  verfion,  are  expofed  to  the 
danger  of  being  often  led  into  error,  as  according  to 
■  the  mod  favourable  opinions^  it  is  by  no  means  accurate. 
MilU  BengeU  and  Wetftein  have  obferved,  that  inftead 
of  Tt  fAE  Xiyni  ctyx^ou^  Matth.  iix,  i  y.  the  reading  of  the 
Coptic  verfion,  and  of  the  Cod.  Cant,  was-  n  /*£  rfwrAc 
vt^iTH  ayx^H,  Now  a  coUeftor  of  various  readings  who 
correfted  this  remark  front  Wilkins's  tranflation, 
•  propter  quid  appellas  me  bonum'  would  alter  what  is 
right,  for  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  verfion  is  reallvfuch 
as  is  alleged  by  the  three  above-mentioned  criti«*  In 
the  fame  manner  we  Ihould  be  miftaken,  if  we  (lippofed 
that  *  vias*  was  a  various  reading  for  av«x«c  Afts  iv.  29. 
or  *exTarfo'  for  ug  T«f  <ro/,  fince  in  both  cafes  Wilkins  has 
^given  a  falfe  tranflation,  unlcfs  in  the  firft  inftance  vias 
is  an  error  of  the  prefs  for*  iras".'  A  knowledge  there- 
fe^re  of  the  Coptic  language  is  abfolutely  necelTary  for 
every  man  who  would  ufe  the  Coptic  verfion,  and  5ode 
is  highly  to  be  commended  for  having  taken  no  notice 
of  it  in  his  Pfeudocritica  Milliana. 

A  very  accurate  fpecimen  of  the  various  feadings  of 

this  verfion,  taken  from  the  cpiftles  of  St.  John  and  St. 

Jude,  were  communicated  to  me  by  Woide,  and  may 

.  Teen  in  the  Orient.  BibL  Vol.  X.  p.  198 — 2i4'*-   1  own 

.that  not  all  of  them  appear  tobead^ually  various  readings, 

^  but  as  it  is  better  to  produce  too  much  than  too'little, 

I  have  inferted  the  wholes  in  drder  to  give  tKe  reader  an 

opportunity  of  examining  them  according  to  the  rules 

.  laid  down  by  my  father  in  his  Tradtatio  critica  Je  variis 

.  lectionibu§  N.  T.  caute  coUigendis,  which  are  founded 

on  true  criticifm.  . 

-      -  "    I 

SECT.    XIV; 

Of  the  Sakidic  verfon '. 

nn HE  Upper  Egypt,  or  the  part  which  lies  bcfwccit 

**  .Cahira   and   Alfevan,    had    a  particular  ^ialfft, 

which  in  many  refpe<fls  differed  from  that  fpokeain 

the 
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the  lower  Egypt.  As  the  upper  Egypt  is.called  in  Arabic 
•>t»*  Said,  or,  as  fevenil  other  nations  write  it,  Sahid^ 
this  dialeft  has  received  the  name  of  Sahidic. 

The  Sahidic  veriion  exiils  only  in  manufcript,  no  part 
of  it  having  been  ever  printed  * :  yet  it  feems  to  be  of 
fome  importance.  We  had  no  further  knowledge  of  it 
than  merely  its  name,  till  Woide  had  the  kindnefs  to 
communicate  to  me  fome  valuable  accounts  of  it,  ac* 
companied  with  extrads  from  the  epiftles  of  St.  John  and 
St.  Jude,  which  I  have  inferted  in  the  Orient.  Bibl. 
Vol.  III.  N*  46.  and  Vol.  X.  W  172  K  It  contains  all 
the  books  of  the  New  Tellament ;  and,  what  is  remark- 
able, has  a  very  great  a£Bnity  to  the  Cod.  Cantabrigi-- 
eniis,  of  which  the  reader  will  find  feveral  ftriking  exam- 
ples in  the  third  volume  ♦  of  the  Orient.  BibL  p.  20 1  — 207, 
Some  of  its  readings  lead  to  very  important  conclufions, 
for  inftance^  the  omiffion  of  frwc  Afts  xvi.  9.  whence 
we  difcover  the  harmony  of  the  Egyptian,  Weftem,  and 
Edeflene  editions '.  This  circumftance  opens  a  new  field 
in  Biblical  criticifm,  and  naturally  excites  a  wi(h  that  2, 
verfion^  which  has  fb  many  variations  from  the  com** 
men  text  might  appear  in  print ;  fhould  this  deiire  be 
ever  fulfilled,  we  mull  expeft  it  from  the  Univerfity  of 
Oxford.  With  refpeft  to  the  century,  in  which  it  was 
written,  I  know  nothing  more  of  it  than  what  I  have  al- 
ready publifhed  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  but  its  great  iimila- 
fity  to  the  Cod.  Cantabrigienfis  excites  a  prefumptioa 
in  favour, of  its  high  antiquity,  and  it  is  probably  older 
than  the  verfion  publifhed  by  Wilkins*. 


SECT.    XV. 

Of  the  Arabic  verfion  in  general. 

CiMojJ  in  his  Hift.  Crit.  des  Verf.  du  N.  T.  ch.  18. 

•has given  an  account  of  the  Arabic  verfions,  and  my 
fatli^jjr bis  tradatio  critica de  var.  left.  N.  T.  §  27—31, 
62.  74 •--y  7,  lja§  defcribed  them  ftill  more  fully  and  ac- 

Voir.II.  F  curately. 
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curately,  to  which  treatifesmay  be  added  that  of  Storr, 
publifhed  in  1775  De  Evangelib  Arabicis'.  I  (hall 
therefore  be  the  more  concife  oil  this  fubjeft,  whenever 
I  can  refer  to  thefe  publications* 

There  are  many  Arabic  verfions  of  the  New  Tefta* 
ment  befide  thofe  which  have  appeared  in  print. 
For  fince  the  Arabic  language  has  been  exteaded 
from  the  Indian  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  and  has  fup-* 
planted  the  Syriac  and  Egyptian,  the  inhabitants  of  thefe 
countries  have  b«en  obliged  to  annex  Arabic  tranflations 
to  the  ancient  verfions,  which  are  no  longer  underftodd. 
Thefe  tranflations  were  made  immediately  from  the  Sy- 
f  iac  and  the  Coptic,  in  the  fame  manner  as  thofe,  which 
are  added  to  the  Greek  text,  are  taken  from  the  Greek*  y 
for  it  is  faid  by  SimorT,  that  the  Greek  text  and  the  Ara- 
bic verfion  were  fometimes  written  t(»ether,  in  fupport 
6f  which  aflertion,  he  appeals  to  the  Uatak^s  Biblio- 
thecal  Lugdunenfis,  p.  28 1,  publifhed  in'  1674 '« 

It  is  the  general  opinion  of  the  learned,  that  all  the 
Arabic  verfions  are  later  than  ihe  age  of  Muhammed^ 
and  that  before  this  period,  the  New  Teftament  was 
lie ver  tranllated  into  Arabic.  If  this  opinion  were  found- 
id  on  truth,  it  might  afford  juft  matter  of  furprife,  that 
the  Arabs  could  have  fo  long  difpenfed  with  a  tranlla- 
tion  of  tlie  New  Teftament,  as  the  Chriftian  religion  was 
very  early  propagated  in  that  country*.  It  is  laid  that 
the  Arabs,  before  the  time  of  Muhammed,  were  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  ufe  of  letters :  but  this  is  abfolutely 
falfe,  for  poetry  flourilhed  in  Arabia  long  before  that 
time,  and  it  was  the  praftice  of  the  Arabs,  to  Rang  up 
thofe  poems,  whicli  obtained  the  prize  of  competition,  in*' 
the  temple  of  Mecca,  and  which  thence  obtained 
the  name  of  Muallakat.  This  honour  was  conferred 
ohLabid  a  contemporary  of  Muhammed,  but  the  poet 
himfelf  pronounced  the  fecondchapterof  the  Koran  fupc- 
rior  to  his  own  compoiition  ^  A  more  full  account  of 
this  fubjedtrnay  be  feen  in  Sale's  preliminary 'difcourfe, 
'  prefixed  to  his  tranflation  of  the  Koran,  p.  6ir 

If. 


stcr.  xv»        Ancient  Verjims  of  ike  N.  T.  83 

If  a  reafon  muft  be  affigitfed,  I  would  rather  fuppofe 
that  the  Syriac  was  fo  well  known  in  Arabia,  that  the  in- 
habitants of  that  country,  like  otherOriental  Chriftians, 
made  ufe  of  the  Syriac  veriion  :  or  that  the  Chfiftian 
religion  was  fo  corrupted  in  Arabia,  that  they  ufed  chief- 
ly the  apocryphal  Gofpels.  This  at  lead  is  certain,  that 
the  accounts  which  are  given  of  Chrift  in  the  Koran,  are 
not  taken  from  the  four  genuine  GolpelsJ  But  I  really 
fee  no  fatisfe&ory  reafon  for  concluding,  that  all  the 
Arabic  verfions  are  modern  ;  and  fome  of  thofe  aigu« 
meats  alleged  in  favour  of  this  opinion^  tliofe  for  in* 
ftance  that  are  contained  in  the  jo**"  fe<5tion  of  my  father'* 
treatife,  apply  only  to  the  Arabic  vcrfion  of  St.  Paxil's 
epiftles,  that  is  printed  in  thePolyglots,  but  they  aifeft  not 
the  antiquity  of  the  four  Gofpels.  The  fubjed  therefofi? 
deferves  a  further  examination*,  efpecially  with  regard 

to 

<  I  will  mention  a  few  of  the  arguments  that  have  been  alleged,  to 
&ew  that  all  the  Arabic  verfions  are  more  modem,  than  the  age  of  Ma- 
liammed :  but  none  of  the^  arguments  afford  any  proof.  Brian  Walton 
tppeals  to  the  names  of  perfons  and  places  in  the  Old  Teftament,  which 
stre  written  in  the  Arabic  verfions  in  the  fame  n&anner  as  in  the  Koran  *• 
But  fhall  we  therefore  conclude  that  they  were  taken  from  the  Koran  ? 
It  is  probable  that  Muhanuned  wrote  thele  names  according  to  the  ois 
thography  already  adopted,  for  the  Arabs  wcve  not  acquainted  with*  the 
hiftory  of  the  Bible :  and  in  every  Arabic  veriioni  whether  ancient  of 
modem,  the  fame  mode  of  writing  the  proper  names  was  unavoidabU  \ 
Others  again  appeal  to  the  Arabic  tranflation  of   vom;  Luke  xi«  31* 

>fhich  is  rendered  by  SXjS  ^  locus,  ^uo  quis  fc  dirigit  inter  precanduon^ 

a  word  which  has  allufion  to  the  command  of  Mi^ammeti,  to  pray  with 
the  face  towards  Mecca,  which  lay  to  the  fouth.  B^t  this  cuflom  was 
much  more  ancient  than  the  time  of  Muhajiimed,  who  aboliflied  it,  and 
ordered  the  Arabs  to  turn,  towards  Jerufalem,  though  he  revoked  the  or* 
der  at  the  exprefs  defire  of  the  Arabs  themfelves,  and  permitted  the  an- 
cient cuftom*. 

The  mofl  important  argument  that  can  be  alleged  againfl  the  tmtiqoity 
<>[  all  the  Arabic  verfipns,  as  that  Muhammed  in  relating  biblical  hiflo- 
ries,  makes  fuch  miHakes  as  he  would  hardly  have  committed,  if  he  had 
fcen  an  Arabic  tranflation  of  the  New  Teilament.  But  it  muft  be  re- 
toarkcd^ 

^  1.  That  many  falfeand  apocryphal  Gofpels  were  at  that  time  current 
» the  Eafl,  from  which  be  not  only  might,  but  adually  did  derive  many 
ofhig«TOi«»# 

F  1  2.  That 
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to  the  Revelation  of  St.  J^hn,  becaufe  Hippolytus,  a 
zealous  advocate  of  its  authenticity,  is  (aid  tp  haVe 
been  biihop  of  Aden  in  Arabia  Felix,  about  the 
year.aao'*. 


SECT-    XVI. 

0/  tie  eStioHS  of  the  Arabic  verjions. 

i^ttE  Arabic  vcrfions,  which  have  appeared  in  print, 
,^  muft  not  be  confidercd  as  one  and  the  fame  tranf- 
lation,.  for  they  are  very  diftinft  from  each  other,  both 
with  refoeft  to  their  age,  and  modes  of  expreffion. 
When  Mill- therefore  in  his  various  readings  quotes  the 
Arabic  verfion,  he  leaves  us  at  a  lofs  to  determine  what 
particular  Tcrfion  he  intended  *. 

My  father  in: the  zf^  feftion  of  the  above  quoted 
tre^tifei  has'  mentioned  the  following  editions  of  the 
Arabic  verfions. 

I .  The  Roman  edition  of  the  four  Gofpels,  in  folio, 
publilhed  in  1591,  and  faid  to  have  been  reprinted  in 
1 6 19.  This  edition,  of  which  I  had  been  able  to  col* 
left  onlj  imperfeA  accounts,  I  can  now  defcribe  more 
tircummmtially,  and  with  greater  certainty,  as  I  am  in 
pofleffion  of  a  copy  brought  from  Italy  by  Profeffor 
Htrud. 

-  It  was  printed  at  Rome  in  1590  and  1591  in  the  Me- 
dicean  printing  houfe :  1590  ftands  on  the  title  page, 
1 59 1  in  the  fubfcription :  to  fome  of  the  copies  is  an- 
nexed a  Latiii  tranllation, .  which  has  been  already  no- 

.       -  ^  ''':-..    ,         ticed 

S«  That  Muhamimd'  was  entirefy  ignorant  of  chronology,  and  that, 
even  if  he  had  read  the  G&fpels  of^/  Matthew  and  St.  Luke,  he  would 
ftill  lave  been  ignorant  how  many  ages -Mdfes'  (ived  hefofe  that  period, 
as  he  confounds  the  same  of  Ikis  iilter  >llftlh.  *that  of  the  mother  of 
Jefiis*^  "  *     r  .    ; 

It  appean  then  rtiat  the  fh-ongeft  obje^^ioji  is  of  no  weight,  and  that  it 
is  reafonable  to  conclude  that  the  Arabs,  had  ^n  ancient  verdon  of  tbe 
New  Tejftament,  though  we  canndt  determine  to  which  of  the  Arabic  ver» 
fions  in  particttlar  this  title  of  antiquity  i^  due". 
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ticed  by  Simon.  The  copy Tn  my  poflJjffionas.  without  a 
tranflation,  and  confifts  of  368  pages ;  aaotKcr  copy  with 
the  tranflation  in  our  Univerfity  library  has  462  ]pages, 
not  including  the  leaf  which  contains  the  poftfcript  I  y- 
pographus  le&ori,&c.  the  lift  of  Errata,  and  the  fubfcrip- 
tion  Romse  e  typographia  Medicea  mdxci.  The  La- 
tin tranflation  is  printed  under  each  line  of  the  Arabic 
text,  and  is  taken  from  theVulgate,  though  tlieLatin  text  is 
in  fome  mealure  altered  fo  as  to  make  it  correfpond  to  the 
Arabic.  It  was  perhaps  added  for  the  ufe  of  tiik  million?' 
aries,  or  of  thofe  who  were  inilrufted  for  that  purpofe. 
Both  editions  are  ornamented^  or  rather  diigraced  with 
plates  engraved  in  wood,  which,  though  they  dg  credit 
to  the  engraver  confidered  as  produ&ions  of  art,  nefleft 
no  honour  oa  |he  editors*  wh®  inferted  them.  The  bap^ 
tifm  of  Chriftis  reprefentcd,  not  according  to  the  Orii- 
ental  cuftom  of  immerfion,  but  according  to  the  modern 
praftice  of  afperfion  :  for  this  purp©fc  our  Saviour  is 
placed  not  in  Jordan,  but  at  the  edge  of  the  riyer  with 
his  feet  only  immerfed,  while  John  the  Baptifl,  kneeling 
on  a  rock,  pours  water  on  hi^  head.  It  is  tme  that 
this  defcription  defcrves  no  place  ii>  a  work  like  the  pre- 
fent,  which  is  merely  critical,  but  as  the  editors  of  this 
Tcry  important  edition  are  unknown,  we  ar^  naturally 
curious  to  havf  at  leaft  fome  notion  of  tlieir  charaftet^ 

As  this  is  the  Editio  princeps  of  the  Arabic  Gofpels, 
it  is  necefiiiry  to  give  a  &ort  defcription  of  the  text.  The 
manufcript  from  which  k  was  taken^  is  totally  unknown, 
for  the  work  vas  publiAied  before-,  the  cuftom  was 
iatroduced  of  writing  prefaces:  yet,asfiiraswc  can  judge, 
it  appears  to  have  been  accurate.  I  have  found  on  com- 
paring it  with  the  catecl^ifm  of  thePrufes,(whoare  certain- 
ly not  Cbriftians,  though  they  have  placeid  among  tl^eif 
facred  books  thie  four  "Gofpcls,  which  they  hafve  disfi* 
gured  Avith  very  uncbriftian  and  irrational  explanations) 
that  the  pafla^es  there  quoted  from  theGo^k  coinc  de 
with  this  edition  :  the  vcrfion  therefore  muft  have  been 
long  and  generally  known  in  A^a*.  Erpeniiis  qbferves  in 
ibeprefucc  to  his  Arabic  New  Teftam^t,lhat  this  editioa 

J  3  has 
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bas  a  ^reat  refetnbiance  to  ttie  manufcript,  from  which 
he  printed  the  four  Gofpcls,  excepting  the  thirteen 
firft  chapters  of  St.  Matthew-  The  verfion  was  cer- 
tainly taken  from  the  Greek :  but  Simon  was  of  a  dif- 
ferent opinion,  becaufe  he  found  it  very  ditFerent  from 
thofe  Arabic  verfionsjthat  are  annexed  to  the  Coptic,and 
more  fimilar  to  thofe,  which  are  joined  to  the  Syriac ; 
whence  he  cpncluded  that  it  was  taken,  not  from  the 
Greek,  but  the  Syriac  text.  Now  this  conclufion  is  falfe, 
for  were  it  taken  immediately  from  the  Syriac,  it  would 
reftmble  the  Greek  verfions,  that  are  written  oppofite  to 
the  Syriac  text,  not  in  fome  only  but  in  all  refpefts  \ 
In  faifl  it  deviates  in  fuch  a  degree  from  the  Syriac, 
that  it  cannot  poffibly  have  been  taken  from  it :  and  its 
coincidence  with  that  text,  in  certain  remarkable  read- 
ings, proves  only  that  both  verfions  were  taken  from  the 
Greek  manufcripts,  that  were  nearly  related  to  each 
other.  Whoever  could  communicate  intelligence  with 
tefped  to  the  hiftory,  antiquity,  and  author  of  this  ver- 
fion would  be  entitled  to  public  thanks. 

The  pretended  edition  of  i6 19  is  the  mere. artifice  of 
a  bookfeller,  who  hoped  to  bring  the  old  copies  into  cir- 
culation by  prefixing  a  new  title,  as  if  the  work  had 
undergone  a  new  edition.  Vogt  in  his  Catalogus  libro- 
rum  rariorum.  p.  270,  fays,  non  tamen  duplex  editio  pro- 
diit,  fed  faltem  novus  titulus  pragfixus  eft  open,  fiqui- 
dem  in  cake  voluminis  utriufque  editionis  legiturj 
Romae  in  typographia  Medicea  1691.  It  is  true  that 
not  all  the  copies  have  this  fubfcription,  it  being  want- 
ing for  inftance  in  that  of  our  Uriiverfity  library,  which 
has  on  the  titl^  ps^e  16 19.  -  Yet  this  is  no  proof  of  a 
iiew  edition,  but  only  that  the  impoftor  had  wifely  cut 
out  the  laft  leaf,  containing  the  fubfcription  ;  and  he 
jjrinted  at  the  bottom  of  p.  462,  with  which  this  copy 
ends,  the, word  finis.  A  perfedt  uniformity  in  the  text, 
the  number  of  the  pages,  and  the  wooden  impreffions, 
clearly  {hew  that  it  is  one  and  the  fame  edition. 

2.  This  edition  of  the  four  Gofpels,  was  reprinted 
with  feveral  alterations  in  the  Paris  Polyglot,'  to  which 
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was  added  an  Arabic  verfioix  of  the  remaining  books  of 
the  New  Teftament.  It  is  a  misfortune  that  the  dif- 
putes,  which  ar<)fe  among  the  editors,  have  been  the 
means  of  depriving  us  of  the  neceflary  accounts  of  the 
manufcripts,  from  which  the  verfion  of  the  epiftles  was 
taken,  and  perhaps  that  of  the  Gofpels  corredted*. 

My  late  father  in  the  36"**  Seft.  of  his  above-men- 
tioned treatife,  has  given  hi§  reafons  for  doubting,  the 
antiquity  of  this  verfion  :  Velthufen  in  his  Obfervations 
on  various  fubjeAs,  p.  100.  has  made  objeftions  to  his 
arguments,  and  in  the  6*^  Vol.  of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  p.  87. 
I  promifed  to  examine  the  evidence  again :  this  promilc 
I  will  here  fulfil. 
To  the  antiquity  of  this  verfion  my  father  objefted, 
a.  That  Spain,  Rom.  xv.  24.  is  tranflated  yJoOi  An- 

dalufia. 
Aniwer.  In  the  28**  verfc  it  is  tranflated  XJLuJ :  one 

of  the  two  readings  therefore  muft  be  an  interpolation, 
and  as  it  is  very  improbable,  that  the  tranflator  would 
have  rendered  2ira>i«  by  any  other  word,  we  muft  con- 
clude that  the  former  is  a  corruption.  And  Profeffor 
Storr,  without  any  regard  to  this  queftion,  has  (hewp 
that  the  Arabic  verfions  have  beep  very  frequently  in- 
terpolated from  lijarginal  notes* 

h  That  Italia^  Aftsxviii,  2.  in  contradiftinftion  to  At- 
talia,  is  tranflated  i^sfi^^i  ^Ua^J  ^be  Frankifli,  or  Eu- 
ropean Italy:  whereas  it  is  known  that  the  epithet  Franlsi- 
ifli  was  not  applied  to  Europe  till  after  the  Crufades. 

Anfwer.  This  argument  is  of  no  force,  becaufe  the 
epithet  might  as  eafiiy  proceed  frpm  a  modern  interpola^- 
tor,  as  from  an  ancient  tranflator.  Or  rather,,  it  is  cer- 
tain that  it  came  not  from  the  Arabic  tranflator,  not  only 
becaufe  it  would  imply  a  knowledge  of  hiftory,  .to  make 
an  oppofition  to  the  kingdom  of  Attalqs,  but  becaufe  no 
native  Arab  would  haveexprefledhimfelf  in  that  manner, 

the  article  J'  being  neceflary  to  both  nounS,  if  they  are 
to  be  xendered  ^  t he  Frankifli  Italy  ^  \    Some  commenta-r 

tor 

*  See  the  Arabic  Grammar,  §  67.  n^  j;, , 

^4 
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tor  had  written  oppofite  to  *jM]y'  in  the  margin  S*^ jrSSI 

*  the  country  of  the  Franks/  which  a  later  copy  ift  inferted 

in  the  text. 

__  _  '  _       ♦ 

c.  That  the  Greek  x  is  very  frequently  exprefled  by 
.^  Sh,  for*  inftarice  Tylhicus  for  Tychicus..  This  argu- 
ment I  omitted  in  tlje  two  firft  editions,  bejn^  unable 
to  difcover  its  applicj^tion,  for  we  are  totally  ignorant 
in  what  age  the  Arabs  b^an'to  ufe  gforx-  And  1  have 
fince  found  in  my  late  father's  C9py,-a  remark  which  he 
himfelf  had  written  as  an  objedtion  to  thisargument,  that 
this  practice  is  obf9rvable  in  other  Arabic  verfions^ 
even  m  that  publiflied  by  Erpenius. 

rf.  That  for  Beroea,  Afts  xvii.  lo.  is  ufed  aa^I  i,J^ 
the  Weftern  Aleppo.  This  argument  1  again  omitted 
for  the  fame  reafon  as  before.  Aleppo  was  called  by  the 
inhabitants  of  that  country,  and  is  ftill  called  by  the 
'  modern  Afiatics  v^,  1^,  but  by  the  Greeks  B£f ota. 
An  ancient  tranflator  therefore  might,  as  eafily  as  a  mo* 
dern,  have  been, guilty  of  the  impropriety  of  giving  the 
name  of  Aleppo  to  Beroeain  Macedonia,  and  have  added 
the  epithet  *  Weft^i^n'  as  a  marie  of  diftindbion.  The 
matter  therefore  ftiil  re^iains  in  doubt. 

Gabriel  Sionita  has  taken  very  unneceffary  pains  in 
correcting  what  appeared  to  him  to  be  bad  Arabic  in 
this  verGon,  before  it  wa^  prai^ted  in  the  Paris  edition. 
Atranflation  of  this  kind  is  recommended  not  by  mo- 
dern ornaments^,  but  ^y  its  genuine  antiquity. 

3.  The  A^rabif  verfion ,  printed  in  the  raris  Polyglot, 
was  reprinteci  in. the  London  Polyglot*. 

From  this  edition  Mill  has  igjven  feveral  extrafts 
of  the  various  readipgs,  which  he- took,  as  he  himfelf 
confefles%  from  the  Latin  after-verfion.  He  juftly 
efteemed  it  to  be  an  immediate  verfion  from  tjac  Greek 

•  text,  and  not  an  offspring  of  the  Syriac '.  The  faft  is 
ceTtain  both  in  refpeft  to  the  Gofpels^  as  mentioned 
above  in  fpeaking  of  the  Roman  edition,  and  alfo  the 
Epiftles  and  Afts  of  the  Apoftles^.  For  inftande,  Ephef. 
iii.  8., the  trOrnflator  has  expreffed  even  the  Greek  com- 
parative 

•  Prolegomena,  §  1296,  f  Prolcgomciu^  U961  U97, 
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parative  of  a  fuperlajive  iXa^^iroTifoc  by  V^'  J^ 
I  c.  *  the  moft  unworthy  of  the  loweft/  and  whoever 
will  take  the  trouble  to  compare  any  fingle  chapter  with 
the  Greek  text,  will  t>e  immediately  convio/ced.  The 
verfion  of  the  epiftles  tan  lay  no  claim  to  high  antiquity^ 
but  it  was  written  in  an  age,  in  which  the  Arabic  was 
become  the  curnent  language  of  many  Chriftian  coun^ 
tries  in  th.  l^ft,  and  Chriftian  Anbic  writers  had  adopt- 
ed Greek  expreflions:  wc  find  iir*6-xoireff,for  inftance,  con- 
*  verted  into  uiS*-!.     ,  , 

4.  Erpeuius  publifhed  the  Arabic  New  Teftament  at 
Leydeti  in  1616,  from  a  manufcript  written  in  the  upper 
Egypt  in  the  year  1,542*;  which  manufcript  he  accu- 
rately copied,  even  where  there  appeared  to  be  gramma- 
tical erron.  This  is  therefore  the  moft  faithful  and 
genuine  edition  of  the  Arabic  verfion 'j  but  as  theedi* 
tor  has  annexed  no  Latin  tranflation,  quotations  are 
feldom  made  from  it,  except  that  in  the  Afts  of  the 
Apoftles  MiU  has  taken  his  readings  from  this  edition^ 
and  not  from  the  Polyglots  '**• 

In  treating  of  this  edition,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  make 
a  diftinition  between  the  verfion  of  the  Gofpels,  and 
tliat  of  the  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament. 

The  verfions  of  the  Gofpels  in  the  above-mentioned, 
editions  is  one  and  the  fame,  though  the  editions  them- 
felves  differ  from  each  other.  This  queftion^  on  which 
the  learned  had  been  much  divided,  ieems  to  have  been 
reduced  by  Stofr  to  a  certainty".  It  cannot  be  denied  , 
that  thefe  editions  vary  fometimes  in  cafes,  which  re- 
late to  important  reaciings  of  the  Greek  text,  that  of 
Erpenius  occupying  a  middle  rank  between  the  Roman 
and  the  Polyglot,  and  approaching  fometimes  to  the 
readings  of  the  former,  at  other  times  more  nearly  re- 
fembling  the  latter :  but  the  general  coincidence  is  too 
great  to  admit  the  fuppofition  of  their  being  diftinA 
tranflations.  Sttrr  has  made  it  appear  extremely  pno- 
bable,  that  different  copies  of  this  verfion  have  beea 
altered  in  different  places  from  the  Syriac,  others  from 
tbp  Coptic,  others  figaiu  froin  marginal  notes.'    Thofe 

readers, 
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readers,  who  would  further  profecute  this  enquiry, 
should  have  recourfe  to  his  differtations.  As  thcfe 
editions  then  differ  fometimes  materially  from  each  other, 
it  is  very  infufficient  to  quote  the  Arabic  tranflation,  as 
evidence  for  a  reading,  under  the  fimple  title  of  Arabs ; 
particular  notice  (hould  always  be  taken,  whether  the 
reading  alleged  be  peculiar  to  one,  or  common  to  them 
all,  and  the  quotation  fhould  be  made  under  the  name 
of  Arabs  Rom.  Arabs  Pol.  or  Arabs  Erp.  This  requeft 
may  appear  new  and  extraordinary,  and  the  thought  has 
never  occurred  either  to  Mill,  Bengel,  or  Wetftein  r 
but  no  one,  who  has  read  the  remarks  on  the  lingle 
paflage,  John  v.  2,  in  the  twelfth  volume  of  the  Orient, 
BibU  will  maintain,  that  the  ufual  mode  is  confident 
with  reafon.and  truth**. 

In  that  manufcript  of  this  interpolated  verfion  of  the 
Gofpels,  from  which  Erpenius  publiflied  his  edition,  was 
an  Arabic  fubfcription,  which  I  am  unable  to  commu- 
nicate  in  the  origmal,  becaufe  Erpenius  has  not  printed 
it  with  the  text,  but  has  given  only  a  Latin  tranllatioa 
of  it,  which  he  has  inferted  in  the  prefece.  Abfoluta 
eft  hujus  libri  defcriptio  die  i6  menfis  BaunasSanni  98S 
martyrum  juftorum\  Defcriptus  autem  eft  ex  emeiii- 
datiffimo  exemplari,  cujus  defcriptor  ait,  fe  id  defcrip- 
fiffe  ex  alio  exemplari  emendato  exarato  manu  Johannis 
Epifcopi  Cophtitae,  qui  Johannes  dicit  fe  fuum  defcrip^ 
fiHe  ex  exemplari  emendatiflimo,  quod  edidit  D.  Nesju* 
lamam  F,  Azalkefati. 

As  far  as  I  underftand  from'  this  tranflationof  Erpe- 
nius, Nejulamam  (for  fo  it  ought  to  be  written  ia 
Englifh,  as  beft  correfponding  to  the  Arabic  pronuncia- 
tion) was  not  the  tranflator  but  only  a  new  editor'^  of 
a  more  ancient  verfion,  the  copies  of  which  he  probably 
compared,  arid  fcledled  thofe  readings,  which  appeared 

to 

t  That  is,  16  June. 

"^  Tlvat  IS,  in  the  year  of  Chrift,  1271.  according  to  the  cftisiate  of 
Bengel  in  his  Tradlatio  de  finceritate  N.  T.  tuenda,  §  vi.  n.  6.'  Tb« 
year  of  the  Martyrs  is  originally  an  Egyptian  Era,  and  is  probably  that 
year  of  the  Diocletian  perfecution,  in  whi(?h  the  dreadful  maflkcre  hapr 
pened  at  Efne  in  the  Upper  Egypt.  See  the  ziV-^  npte  to'AbulfecU 
iEgyptus. 
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to  him  the  moft  authentic.  We  fliould  be  able  to  form 
a  much  better  judgement  of  the  verfion,  if  we  could 
procure  accounts  of  Nejulamam,  and  efpecially  in  what 
century  be  lived.  He  appears  to  have  been  by  b>rth  a 
Copt,  and  either  to  have  altered  the  Arabic  text  accord- 
ing to  the  Coptic  verfion,or  tohave  preferred  the  readings  x 
which  molt  refembled  thofe  of  the  Coptic.  If  my  read* 
ers  will  take  the  trouble  to  refer  to  what  I  have  written 
on  Jghn  v.  2.  in  the  twelfth  volume  of  the  Orient.  BibL 
N°  187.  they  will  fee  how  unfortunate  the  ancient  editor 
was  in  the  choice  of  his  readings  in  this  paflage,  having 
here  confounded  them  in  a  very  extraordinary  manner^ 
through  want  of  knowledge  of  the  Hebrew.  They  will 
likewife  perceive,  i.  that  the  Arabic  vcrfion  was  made 
immediately  from  the  Greek,  for  in  two  editions  the 
words  xr^oC«r»xii  xoXv/*6*}3^f«  are  retained  and  written  in 
Arabic  Abrubathiki  kolimbithra  '*  5  in  the  third  they 
are  tranflated,  *  fheep  pond/  2.  That  it  is  interpo^ 
lated  in  many  places  from  the  Syriac.  3,  In  other 
places  from  marginal  notes.  4.  That  the  readings  of 
different  preceding  copies  have  been  cbnfounded  ii^ 
thofe  which  were  written  in  later  times. 

In  a  wdrk  then  disfigured  in  this  manner  by  interpo- 
lations, no  argument  can  be  brought  againft  its  anti- 
quity fron)  the  circumftance  of  its  containing  in  fcveral 
places  fingle  modern  words,  which  may  be  afcribed  as 
ealily  to  a  modern  copyift,  as  to  the  ancient  tranflator. 
For  inftance  ^raf^^rxiun,  Friday,  which  is  called  in  an-r 
tient  Arabic  i^;*,  is  tranflated  Matth.  xxvii.  62.  by 
««4^  the  day  of  Aflembly,  a  word  confecrated  in  Mu-- 
hammedan  Arabic  to  the  fervice  of  religion.  Now  could 
it  be  (hewn  that  the  latter  was  not  in  ufe  among  the 
Arabs  before  the  time  of  Muhainmed,  as  the  name  of 
Friday,  and  that  the  former,  which  fignifies  the  evening 
(namely,  that  preceding  the  fabbath)  was  not  bor- 
rowed from  the  Jews,  two  pofitions  which  it  would  be 
difficult  to  prove,  yet  the.  aQcient  tranflatbr  might  have 
written  H4^  and  a  later  copyift  have  changed  it  into 

^^  as  word  in  more  general  yfe*^ 

The 
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The  vcrfion  of  the  Epiftles,  which  Erpenius  publiflied, 
he  fuppofed  to  have  been  taken  immediately  from  the 
Syriac.  I  have  carefully  collated  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles 
with  the  Syriac  text,  and  have  found  it  undeniably  true, 
that  moft  chapters  were  tranflated  from  that  verfion**. 
Even  the  paraphrafes  of  the  Syriac  verfion  arc  retained 
in  the  Arabic,  and  miftakes  committed,  which  could  not 
have  happened  in  a  tranilatibn  from  the  Greek.  But 
ibme  few  chapters,  for  inftance,  the  n**  and  12*',  ap- 
pear to  have  been  tranflated  from  the  Coptic^  for  which 
i  can  accouBt  in  no  other  manner,  than  by  fuppoling 
that  the  copy  of  fome  tranfcriber  was  dcfeftive  in  thefe 
chapters,  and  that  he  filled  up  the  deficiency  by  infert- 
ing  them  from  an  Arabic  verfion,  which  had  bein  made 
from  the  Coptic.  In  the  Curae  in  Aftus  Apoft/  Syr. 
§  3—6.  the  reader  will  find  a  more  particular  defcnp- 
tion.  With  refpciSt  to  the  book  of  Revelation,  my  father 
has  (hewn,  in  the  29***  feftion  of  his  above-mentioned 
treatife,  that  it  was  moft  probably  taken  from  the  Coptic, 
Which  I  have  confirmed  by  feveral  examples  in  the  ^nf^ 
feft.  of  the  Curse,  where  I  have  remarked  at  the  fame 
time,  that  feveral  verfes  are  undoubtedly  tranflations  erf 
the  Syriac.  The  Arabic  verfion  therefore  of  the  Afts 
of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  Revelation,  has  no  uniform 
charafter,  being  a  compound  of  different  tranflations ; 
and  whoever  makes  ufe  of  it  in  a  critical  fenfe,  muft  not 
confine  himfelf  to  fingle  paiiages,  but  exan^ine  whole 
chapters,  in  order  to  difcover  whether  they  were  tranf- 
lated from  the  Syriac,  or  the  Coptic.  In  the  Epiftles  I 
have  obferyed  fewer  deviations  from  the  ^riac,  yet  wc 
meet  even  here  with  feveral  examples,  for  inftance  KX«f«t, 
I  Pet-  y.  3*  is  tranflated  in  the  Syriac  t)y  }a,v>Vj  « a  herd,' 
but  in  this  Arabic  vcrlion  by  am^^I,  a 'word  which  prp^ 
perly  fignifies  monks,  though  it  may  be  ufcd  for  the 
clei^  in  general'^.  But  1  own  that  I  hav^e  not  exai- 
mined  the  Epiftles  with  the  lame  attention,  as  the 
Afts  of  the  Apoftles*  If  fome  man  of  learning,  who 
has  accefs  to  manufcripts,  would  compare  this  verfion 
with  :thc  Syriac- Arabic,  aad  the  Coptic- Ambic  Ne\ir 
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Teftament,  he  would  be  able  to  throw  light  on  ^  fubje^ 
that  is  at  prefent  obfcure. 

No  complete  extrads  have  been  made  from  it,  and 
the  few  which  we  have,  are  in  general  intermixed  with 
extrads  from  the  Arabic  of  the  Polyglots,  What  I  have 
fcleded  from  the  Ads  of  the  Apoiues,  may  be  feen  in 
the  feventh  fedion  of  the  Curse. 

5*  The  Roman  Congregation  de  propaganda  fide, 
publifhed  in  1671  an  Arabic  and  Latin  Bible,  under  the 
infpedion  of  Sergius  Rilius,  Biftiop  of  Damafcus.  But 
it  is  of  no  ufe  either  to  a  critic,  or  an  expofitor  of  the 
New  Teftiiment,  having  been  altered  from  the  Latin 
veriiQn.  See  Simon^  p.  215 — 219,  and  more  efpecially 
Clement  Bibliotheque,  Curieufe,  Tom.  HI.. p.  425—^ 
43 1 .  in  which  this  edition  is  defcribed  at  length. 

6.  The  Englifti  focicty  for  promoting  Chriftian  knowr 
ledge,  publifhed  in  t;he  year  1727  a  very  neat  Arabic 
New  Teftament,  for  the  ufe  of  the  Chriftians  in  Alia. 
This  edition  is  very  fcarce,  for  though  10,000  copies 
were  printed,  non^  were  fold  in  Europe,  but  only  a  few 
were  fent  as  prefent s  to  fome  of  the  learned ''.  The 
text  is  taken  from  the  Polyglots,  but  the  editor,  Salor 
men  Negri,  by  order  of  the  Society,  altered  it  in  thofe ' 
pajTages  which  vary  from  the  reading  of  our  prefent 
Greek  text ' ;  and  therefore  however  uleful  for  the  edifi- 
cation  of  Oriental  Chriftians,  it  cannot  be  applied  to  any 

critical 

^  Profeflbr  Storr  has  rxprefTed  a  wifli,  that  my  late  fiithcr  ha4  pro- 
duced 'more  inftances,  in  which  the  Arabic  text  had  been  altered  by 
Salomon  ^legri.  Now  I  could  add  feveral  examples  of  this  kind,  but 
the  following 'wiU  be  fufficient.    In  this  edition  the  text  of  John  v.  2.  u^ 

t^\    *&^    CJ**^'J    (^-V-)  \^^^    ^^J^.     (^t^ 

M   JuJj^iAlJlf,    et  erat  in  Jeniiahim  apud  (viam)  ovium  pif- 

clna,  qaae  xiominabatur  Hebralce  Bethefda.  This  Arabic  text  differ^i 
from  the  Roman,  the  Polyglot,  and  the  £rpeni?.n,  and  is  a  manifeft 
alteration  of  Salomon  Negri,  whofe  merits  in  other  refpefts,  cfpecialjy 
in  the  promotion  of  Arabic  literature  in  Germany,  are  immortal.  He 
Iqs  even  altered  the  mode  of  expreiTion,  ib  as  to  render  the  languager 
more  fluent  5  he  has  alfQ  explained  «d^4«^^4  X^iot  as  figiiiC^Ing  porta 
oviHm>  but  via.oviain. 
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critical  purpofe.  The  editor  has  even  taken  the  liberty 
to  infert  i  John  v.  7.  without  cautioning  the  reader  that 
it  was  not  taken  from  any  manufcript.  To  prevent  others 
from  falling  into  the  fame  miftake  with  myfelf,  I  will 
relate  a  circumftancfe  refpeAing  this  edition.  I  received 
as  a  prefent  from  Petersburg  an  Arabic  New  Tcftament, 
lettered  on  the  back  Nov.  Teft.  Arabicum  PetropoL 
Not  being  in  pofleffion  of  that  publifhed  in  London,  I 
fuppoifed  that  this  was  a  feparate  edition*  and  had  ac« 
tually  begun  to  examine  the  reafons  why  the  te^^t  of  this 
^ition  varied  from  the  others,  till  the  date  excited  my 
attention,  and  afterwards  fully  convinced  me  that  it  was 
no  other  than  the  London  edition ;  and  I  haVe  been 
fince  informed  by  Biifching,  that  numerous,  copies  were 
fent  to  Peterfburg,  in  order  to  be  diftributed  from  Ruffia 
among  the  neighbouring  Muhammedans. 

Befide  thofe  above-mentioned,  an  Arabic  Bible  is  laid 
to  have  been  printed  at  Bukareft  in  1700  S  and  the  Gof- 
pels  at  Aleppo  in  i7o6»  But  I  have  no  knowledge  of 
thefe  editions,  except  what  is  faid  of  them  in  Le  Long 
Bibl.  Sacra  *9,  Tom.  L  p.  125, 126.  and  in  Helladii  flatus 
prafens  Ecclef.  Grsecae,.  p.  17.  I  fhould  think  myfelf 
much  obliged  to  any  perfon,  who  wilhes  to  promote 
the  ftudy  of  biblical  criticifm,  for  information  on 
this  fubjeft,  whether  they  were  publilhed  from  manu- 
fcripts,  and  whether  the  editor  has  altered  the  text,  of 
faithfully  abided  by  the  original.  It  appears  from  the 
preceding'catalogue,  that  we  have  hitherto  no  fuch  edi- 
tion of  the  Arabic  Ne\v  Teftament  as  the  critic  could 
wifli,  and  Erpenius  feems  to  be  the  only  editor  whofe 
fidelity  can  be  commended.  Single  books  of  the  New 
Teftament,  publifhed  in  Arabic,  1  pafs  over  at  prefent 
by  defign  *^. 

The  extradts  which  have  been  given  by  Mill,  Bengel, 

and 

-  ^  PfofeffoF  Aurivillius  publilhed  at  Upfal,  in  1776,  a  Diflertation,  in 
which  he  defcribes  a  fragment  of  an  Arabic  Bible  in  his  poffeflion, 
which  he  fuppofes  to  belong  to  this  edition,  though  his  fragment  has  a 
different  date.  If  his  conje6lure  be  grounded,  the  edition  of  Bukareft 
is  of  no  critical  ufe,  being  merely  a  reimpreflign  of  the  edition  publiihed 

,b^  the  Rom*a  Propaganda,  anuitio^ed  N<»  5. 
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and  Wetftein,  are  too  uncertain. to  be  entitled  to  any 
confidence.  They  are  not  only  imperfeft,  but  frequently 
falfe,  and  are  quoted  in  fo  indifcrirninate  a  manner,  as 
to  be  almoft  ufelefs  ".  Wetftein  deferves  to  be  com- 
mended for  acknowledging  this  fault  in  the  fecond  vo- 
lume of  his  New  Teftament,  p.  454.  He  fays  of  cer- 
tain extradts  made  by  Gideon  Ciircellseus,  which  go  no 
further  than  l^uke  xviii.  and  were  fent  to  him  too  late 
for  publication,  nee  tamen  nuUam  utilitatem  ex  illis  ce- 
piffem,  fi  citius  fuiffent  repertse :  ita  enira  verfiones  Ara- 
bicas  Erpenii  et  Polyglottorum  accuratius  indicare  po  - 
tuiflem,  qusB  nunc  indiftinfte  et  promifcue,  tanquam  fi 
una  eflet  verfio  citantur.  Profeffor  Bode,  in  his  Pfeudo- 
critica  Milliana,  has  pointed  out,  and  correfted  the  mif- 
takes  of  Mill  and  Bengel,  but  has  not  fupplied  the  de- 
ficiency by  giving  complete  extracts  himfelf ;  ahd  he  has 
fometimes  tranllated  the  Arabic,  by  too  clofely  attend- 
ing to  the  derivation  of  the  words,  in  a  manner  that  is 
inconfiftent  with  the  a&ual  ufage  of  the  Arabs,  which 
alone  can  determine  in  every  language.  For  inftance, 
Jchn  V.  2.  he  has  tranflated  (^UaJI  a^^  lJ^xj  qua? 
cognofcitur  in  pifcina  ovium.  In  reading  this  tranfla- 
tion,  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that  the  reading  of  the 
Arabic  t^xt  muft  be  ver}^  different  from  that  of  the 
Greek ;  but  an  Arab  would  underftand  by  this  expref- 
fion,  which  occurs  very  frequently  in'the  Arabian  writers, 
iiothing  more  than  quse  vocatur  pifcina  ovium. 


=3= 


SECT.    XVII. 

0/  the  Ethiopic  verjioiu 


^HlRB  is  no  Oriental  verfion  of  which  we  have 
'*  fo  imperfe<5t  a  knowledge  as  of  the  Ethiopic,  be- 
caufevery  few  among  the  learned  have  applied  to  this 
language,  and  the  accounts  which  they  have  given  of  it, 
tven  thofe  taken  from  the  Ethiopic  prefaces  to  the  Ro- 
o^aa  edition,  are  in  a  high  degree  .erroneous.     But  this 

defect 
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dcfeft  has  in  a  great  mcafure  been  fupplied  by  my  fa- 
ther, in  his  Tra£t,  dc  var.lcft.  N.T.  §  24,  25,  26-  64. 
and  more  particularly  in  his  Prefaccj  to  Bode's  Evange- 
lium  fee.  Matthaeum  ex  Verf.  iEthiopica.  I  will  give 
therefore  only  a  (hort  extrad  frorti  thefc  two  Eflays  *. 

Chryfoftom,  in  his  fecond  Homily  on  St.  John,  p.  561  *. 
fays,  that  the  Ethiopians  had  in  his  time  a  verfion  of  the 
Bible,  and  as  none  can  be  produced*  except  that  already 
printed,  though  fome  have  without  foundation  aflerted 
the  contrary,  it  mufl  be  admitted  that  this  verfion  is  of 
great  antiquity  \  From  the  frequent  confufion  of  words, 
which  found  alike  in  the  Greek,  but  have  not  been  con- 
founded by  any  other  tranflator,  it  follows  that  this  ver- 
fion was  taken  immediately  from  the  Greek*.  It  agrees 
frequently  in  its  readings  with  the  Alexandrine  manu- 
fcript,  and  as  Griefbach  has  obferved  in  his  Symbolse, 
p.  6  7 .  with  the  quotations  of  Origen  *.  Neither  of  tljefe 
cifcumftances  can  appear  extraordinary,  as  It  was  natural 
for  the  inhabitants  of  Abyffinia  to  procure  their  copies 
of  the  Greek  Teftament  from  Egypt.  The  tranflation 
of  the  Gofpels  is  much  fuperior  to  that  of  the  EpifUes, 
where  the  tranflator  appears  to  have  been  ver)'  unequal 
to  the  tafk. 

This  verfion  was  firft  publiflied  at  Rome  in  1548  and 
1549.  The  editors  ^  had  a  very  imperfeft  manufcript  of 
the  Adts,  of  which  they  fupplied  the  chafms  from  the 
Vulgate  ^ :  the  verfion  therefore  of  this  book  is  of  lefs 
value  in  determining  the  readings  of  the  New  TeRa- 
tnent.  Walton  reprinted  this  Koman .  edition  in  the 
J-X)ndon  Polyglot,  but  his  copy  being  in  fome  places 
illegible,  the  editors  filled  up  the  deficiencies  according 
to  their  own  judgement,  fo  that  the  Roman  edition  re- 
tains the  fame  worth,  as  if  no  other  was  extant.  The 
Latin  tranflation  was  made  by  Dudley  Loftus,  and  cor- 
rected by  Caftell,  but  it  is  of  little  value,  and  has  led 
Mill  and  other  coUeftors  of  Various  Readings  into 


error  * 


As  we  have  no  edition  of  the  Ethiopic  verfion,  that 
is  the  refult  of  a  careful  collation  q(  various  manufcripts, 

'we 
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we  muft  never  fufpcft  the  authenticity  of  a  word  in  the 
Greek  ttxU  bccaufe  it  is  wanting  in  the  Ethiopic.  Mill 
was  guilty  of  this  miftake,  §  12 13 — 1218.  of  his  Prole- 
gomena, alleging  among  other  inftances  ai  iXtnt^woki  uri 
7oif  Qcoir,  I  Pet.  iii.  5-  ^^^^  ^^^  X^(^^  '^^^^^  i^fa^ty  avropp 
ijohniii.  la.  which  he  believes  to  be  fpurious,  be- 
caufe  not  contained  in  the  Ethiopic  verfion ;  when,  in 
fad,  as  often  as  its  evidence  is  fingle,  it  is  fcarce  worthy 
of  attention  ^ 

The  public  is  much  obliged  to  Profeflbr  Bode  for  his 
critical  ailiflance  in  collating  the  Ethiopic  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew  with  the  Greek  text.  The  ,title  of  his  book 
is,  Evangelium  fee.  Matthaeum  ex  verfione  iEthiopici 
interpretis  in  bibiiis  polygl.  Anglicanis  cditum,  cum 
Grseco  ipfius  fonte  iludiofe  contulit,  atque  plurimis 
tarn  exegeticis  quam  philologicis  obfervationibus  tex- 
turn  partim,  partim  verfionem  illuftravit  audtor  Chrifr 
toph.  Aug.  Bode  ".  A  fecond  fervice  which  he  has  ren- 
dered the  public,  is  his  Pfeudocritica  Millio-Bengeliana", 
but  it  is  rather  a  corredion  of  errors,,  than  a  new  colla- 
tion. The  deficiency  has  been  in  fome  meafurc  fup- 
plied  by  my  father  in  his  copy  of  Mill's  NewTeftameirf, 
in  the  margin  of  which  he  has  written  many  quotations* 
from  the  EthiopicJ  Thefe  have  never  been  publifhed, 
and  if  the  learned  (hould  enquire  for  this  copy  after  my 
dcceafe,  they  will  find  it  in  the  library  of  the  Orphan- 
Houfe  in  Halle.  - 

But  the  beft  extrafts  from  the  Ethiopic  verfion  are 
and  muft  be  uncertain,  becaufe  we  have  no  accurate 
impreflion  of  the  verfion  itfelf.  It  is  not  a  little  extra- 
ordinary that  Abyffinia,  where  the  Chriftian  religion  was 
fo  early  propagated,  Ihould  be  one  of  thofe  countries, 
of  which  we  have  the  leaft  knowledges  Lewis  XIV^.  of 
France,  and  Frederick  V.  of  Denmark,  fent  perfons 
into  that  country  in  order  to  make  difcoveries  ;  but  the 
Frenchmen  were  murdered,  and  Norden  the  Dane  was 
obliged  to  retreat.  Even  the  Moravian  brethren,  who 
have  encompafled  fea  and  land  to  make  profely tes,  hiive 
iiot  been  able  to  penetrate  into  Abyflinia.    The  ill  fuc-  . 

Vol.  IL  G  ccft 
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ccis  feems  to  have  rifcn  from  a  want  of  geographical 
knowledge,  which  travellers  might  find  in  the  remark- 
on  Abulfeda ;  and  if,  inftead  ot  following  the  courfe  of 
the  Nile  by  the  way  of  Affevan,  they  had  taken  another 
more  ufual  route,  which  is  frequented  every  year,  their 
attempts  might  have  been  crowned  with  fuccefs.  Till 
fome  future  travellers  (hall  bring  us  from  Abyflinia  au- 
thentic manufcripts  of  the  Ethiopic  verfion**,  we  muft 
be  contented  with  fele6ting  the  beft  from  accounts,  that 
Are  unavoidably  defeftive. 


w 
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Of  the  age  of  the  Armenian  verfion* 

E  have  an  ancient  Armenian  verfion  of  the  New 
Teftament,  but  as  I  am  unacquainted  with  the 
language,  I  muft  take  my  accounts  from  other  writers, 
and  principally  Simon  Hift.  des  Verf.  ch.  ly.Miirs  Pro- 
legomena, §  1402 — 1404.  Schroeder*s  Differt.  de  anti- 
quitateet  fatis  linguae  Armenicse,  printed  in  his  Thefaurus 
linguae  Armenicse,  which  was  publiflied  at  Amfterdam 
in  171 1,  Le  Long  Bibl.  facra,  Tom.  I.  p.  136.  et  feq. 
from  the  preface  to  the  Hiftoria  Mofis  Chorenenfis^ 
publiflied  by  the  two  Whiftons',  the  Hiftory  itfelf,  and 
laftly  from  the  Thefaurus  epiftolicus  la  Crozianus,  which 
admirable  book  I  have  found  of  fo  much  fervice,  that 
1  could  wifti  my  readers  would  refer  to  the  work  itfelf. 
In  Winkler's  Cimelia^/Ethiopica  bibliothccse  Berolinen- 
fis,  in  the  42*.  and  following  pages  are  given  extrafts 
from  an  Ethiopic  manufcript,  entitled  Lufta  et  matty- 
riurn  S.  Gregorii  Patriarchal  in  Armenia,  which  relate 
chiefly  to  the  Armenian  verfion,  afcribe  it  to  Gregory 
as  the  author,  and  refer  it  to  the  age  of  Conftantine  the 
Great.  But  it  will  appear,  from  much  more  authentic 
documents,  that  thefe  Ethiopian  accounts  are  fabulous. 
A  defcription  of  the  printed  editions  is  given  in  the  Hal- 
lifche  Bibiiothek%  Vol.  III.  p.  189 — 194.     Bode  has 

likewife 
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llkevvife  trqatetiof  this^Verfion  in  the  preface  to  his  verfio 
iatina  printolum  iv.  capitum  Matthsei  ex  verf.  Armena*; 
but  as  the  hiftorkal  part  of  his  dcfcription  is  chiefly 
take^  from  the  firft  edition  of  this  intro^Q^ion,  I. can 
derive  no  afliftance  from  it  for  a  fecond..    . 

The  Arfiienians  had  in  the  eacHeft  titties  no  letters 
peculiar  to  tb^ir  own  lar^tiage^  much  i^fa  at^^^M^atioii 
of  the  Bible)  and;  whencjy^r  \Wy  wrcftei.tiieywere  obr 
liged  to  borrow:  either  froi»the,Perfian>  th§»3yri^n,  or 
the  Greek,  (fee  Schroedetj  p.  3,1-'  and  Mofes  Choren. 
clp,  liv.  p.  299.     Simon  was  of  opitiion  that  the  feivice 
of  the  Armenian  church  wasijjecformed  in  Syriac ;  but 
h,  appeai:»  from  Mofes  Choren.  p.;273..  that  it  was  per- 
formed in  Gr^ek.     See  aifo.iRenaudot;  de  perpe.tuo  ec* 
clefisB  confenfu,  Tom-.  IL  p,  540.)  1  But  after  the  intro- 
dudion  of  Chriftianity  into  that  country,  by  command 
of  King  TiricHtates,  learning,  the  ufual  attendant  of  that 
religion,  began  to  flourifli  in  Armenia.    Miefrob,  either 
in  the  fourth  or  fifth  century,  invented  letters  that  ac*- 
curately  expreffed  the  founds  of  the  Armenian  language: 
an  inverttion  which,  according  to  the  tradition  of  the 
country,  wa»  revealed  to  hiln  in  a  dream,  after  the  author 
had.  in  vain  attempted  to  make  the  difcoVery  himfelf^ 
and  taken  many  ufelefs  journies  tp  procure  afliftance 
from  llie  learned.    • 

From  the  unanimous  teflimony  of  the  Armenian 
writers,  the  church  of  that  country  is  iadebted  to  Mief- 
rob  for  their  tranflation  of  the  Scriptures.     He  lived  at 
the  end  of  the  fourth,  and  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth 
century,  and  is  faid  to  have  finilhed  his  verfion  in  the 
year  410.-    It  is  attefted  by  Mofes  of  Chorene,  a  difcipls 
of  Miefrob,  who  adds,  that  he  began  with  the  Proverbs 
of  Solomon.     The  words  of  Mofes,  in  Whifton's  tran* 
flation,  p.  299.  are  as  follow:  Mefrobes  vero.elemcnta 
Armeniaca  ad  normam  fyllabarum  Grascanicarunl  dif- 
pofuit,  et  ftatim  interpretationi  operam  dedit :  cpnfuU 
toque  a  Proverbiorum  libro  initium  caplens  totos  xxii/ 
facros  libros  novumque  foedus  in  Armeniacum  fer-no-' 
ftem  convertit,  ipfe  utique  cum  difcipulis  fuis  Joanna 

6,2  Ecelenil 
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£celen(i  et  Jofepho  Palnetifi.  This  celebrated  hiftdrian 
was  himfelf  an  affiftant  in  the  work,  though  in  n\ention- 
ing  the.  others  he  has  omitted  his  own  name :  for 
Schroeder  dbferves,  that  he  apologizes  in  a  letter  for 
the  (hortnefs  of  his  hiftory,  by  pleading  that  his  time 
was  engaged  in  the  tranllatioii  of  the  Bible.  He 
imagines  that  Mofes  omitted  his  own  name  through  mo- 
defty  \  but  this  is  undoubtedly  a  millake,  and  the  true 
ftate  of  the  cafe  is  as  follows:  Mofes,  p. 299.  fpeaks  c^ 
the  firil  verfion,  in  which  he  took  no  part ;  but  that  he 
allifted  in  the  third  verfion  of  the  Bible,  he  himfelf  de- 
clares, p.  3 1 3.  He  lived Jn  the  fifth*  century^  as  Whif- 
ton  has  {hewn  in  the  Thefaurus  la  Crozianus,  Tom.  !• 
p.  352.  361.  and  Tom.  III.  p.  281.  The  internal  cha- 
racter, and  the  readings  of  the  Armenian  verfion,  have 
convinced  the  critics  in  that  langu^e,  and  efpecially  La 
Croze,  a  man  of  the  mod  profound  erudition,  that  the 
antiquity  afcribed  to  the  Annenian  verfion  exceeds  not 
the  truth. 

The  opinions  of  the  learned  have  been  divided,  whe- 
ther it  was  taken  from  the  Greek  original,  or  the  Syriac 
verfion.  Simon  is  in  favour  of  the  latter,  fix>m  the  fuppo- 
fition  that  the  fervice  of  the  Armenian  church  had  been 
performed'  in  Syriac ;  but  La  Croze^  in  a  letter  which 
Beaufobre  and  T  Enfant  have  inierted  in  the  Preface  to 
their  New  Teftament,  p,  211*,  very  properly  objefts, 
that  he  was  ignorant  of  Armenian,  and  thereto're  not  i, 
proper  j  udge  of  the  queilion.  On  the  other  hand.  La  Cxott 
being  partial  to  a  language  in  which  he  was  without  a 
rival,  and  extolling  the  Armenian  verfion  as  fuperior  to 
every  other,  may  be  fufpedled  of  partiality,  in  denying 
that  it  was  taken  from  the  Syriac.  We  will  therefore 
fet  afide  tbefe  authorities,  and  examine  the  arguments 

them- 

*  He  conftantly  fpeaks  of  himfelf  as  a  fcholar  and  contemponuy  of 
Miefrob,  who  fent  him  to  Alexandria,-  and  onployed  him  on  other 
occaiions.  I  mention  this,  becaufe  la  Croze  places  Mofes  in  the  ninth 
century,  and  defcribes  him  as  a  foldier  by  profeflion.  Whifton  on  the 
contrary  contends  that  there  is  no  circumftance  in  the  life  of  Mofes^ 
which  can  bring  him  down  lower  than  the  middle  of  the  fifth  centttiy, 
not  excepting  the  council  of  Chalcedon,  held  in  4.51. 
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themfelves,  from  which  the  point  may  be  determined 
with  gjeater  certainty. 

The  Armenians  pretend  that  it  was  taken  from  the 
Syriac,  and  Le  Long,  in  his  Bibl.  Sacra  I.  137.  quotes 
the  evidence  of  Corjun,  who  mentions  in  the  life  of 
Miefrob  *  that  Miefrob  font  Eznie  ^  and  Jofeph  toEdefla, 
to  tranflate  the  holy  writings  from  the  Syriac/  But  this 
is  not  applicable  to  our  queftion,  for  *  by  the  holy  writ- 
ings' is  meant  not  the  Bible,  but  the  works  of  the  Syriac 
fathers,  as  appears  plainly  from  Mofes  Chor.  p.  311. 
But  the  account  given  by  Mofes  himfelf.  Lib.  IIL  cap. 
liv,  p.  300.  is  material  to  the  purpofe.  *  He  (Miefrob) 
returned  from  Iberia  to  Armenia,  and  found  the  great 
Ifaac  (the  Patriarch  of  Armenia)  employed  in  tranflat- 
ing  from  the  Syriac,  being  able  to  procure  no  Greek 
Qianufcripts,  For  all  the  Greek  books  had  been  burnt 
by  Meruzan,  (a  Perfian  general,  and  enemy  of  the  Chrif* 
tians,  as  may  be  (cen,  p.  271 — 273.)  and  the  Perfian 
governors  permitted  not  even  the  Greeks,  who  lived  in 
their  part  of  Armenia,  to  ufe  any  other  language  than 
the  $yriac.'  This  paflage  is  fo  plain,  that  I  wonder  no 
one  has  hitherto  quoted  it.  It  is  moreover  certain  that 
there  ^ar^  readings  in  the  Armenian  verfion,  which  are 
found  in  no  manufcript  or  verfion,  except  the  Syriac ; 
for  inftancc  the  addition,  Matth,  xxviii^  i8«  As  my 
Father  hith  (ent  me,  fo  fend  (  you  ^ 

But  on  the  other  (ide  of  (he  queflion  there  is  another 
paflage  in  Mofe3  Chgrenenfis*  as  much  overlooked  as  the 
former, and  which depidps  the  matter  indifpute.  Lib.  IIL 
cap.  Ijsfi.  p,  313,  is  the  following  relation,  *  Oyr  tranlla- 
tore  returned,  (from  the  council  at  Ephefus)  and  de-». 
liyered  to  ifaac  and  Miefrob  the  letters  and  decrees  of 
this  affembly,  with  a  copy  pf  the  Bible  .carefully  written, 
which  as  foon  as  Ifaac  i^nd  Miefrob  had  received,  they 
chearfully  fqbmitted  tq  the  t^fk,  of  again  tranllating 
what  they  had  t'ranflated  twic^  before.  But  as  they  were 
dehcient  in  knowledge,  and  many  parts  were  rendered 
imperfedtly,  they  fent  us  to  the  fan^oiis  fchool  at  A]ex-» 
^Q^rifi  to  }^arn  thi^  excellent  language,^     H^re  is  a  full 

Q  3  ^n4 
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and  credible  account  of  the  care  beftowed  by  the  Atv 
menians  on  their  verfion  of  the  Bible,  and  thzt  they 
tranflated  it  twice  from  the  Syriac,  and  a  third  time 
from  the  Grepk^.  It  i^  therefore  no  wonder  that  they 
fucceedcd  in  their  endeayours^  and  that  the  Armenian 
was  fuperior  to  other  verfibns,  fince  'it  only  verifies  the 
common  remark,  *  that  he  can  fee  the  fartheft  who  refts 
on  the  (hoylders  of  another/  Hence  we  may  affign  the 
reafon  why^the  readings  of  the  Armenian  verfion  are  fp 
frequently  different  from  the  Syriac, 

The  Armenian  verfion  would  he  an  ineftimable  trea- 
fure,  had  it  defcended  to  the  prefent  age  unaltered  by 
time  and' fuperftition.  But  the  churches  of  the  lefler 
Armenia,  or  Cliicia,  fubmitted  in  the  thirteenth<:entury 
to  the  authority 'of  the  Pope;  and  Haitho,  eras  he  is 
more  properly  called  Hethohi,  who  reigned  from  the 
year  1224  ^^  1270,  became  fhortly  before  his  death  a' 
Francifcan. friar.  This  prince  was  not  only  attached  to 
the  church  of  Rome,  but  likewife  acquainted  with  the 
Latin  language  5  and  publifhing  a  new  edition  of  the 
Armenian  Bible,  he  altered,  or  rather  corrupted  it  from 
the  Vulgate.  He  tranflated  for  inftance  all  the  prefaces 
of  Jerom  j  and  as  the  words  of  i  John  v.  7.  were  not  in 
the  old  Armenian  manufcripts,  he  inferted  them  pro-* 
bably  from  the  Latin :  for  thirty-feven  years  after  his 
death  this  paflage  was  quoted  at  a  Council  held  at  Sis, 
in  Armenia,  and  is  found  in  other  Armenian  records. 
See  Galani  Confilia,  P.  I.  p.  436.  461.  478,  and  Thef, 
Epift.  la  Crozianus,  Tom.  III.  p.  4.  and  69. 

It  is  therefore  natural  to  fufpedt  that  Haitho  has  too 
clofely  followed  the  Vulgate  in  other  inftances  \  .and  if 
this  be  true,  the  alteration  muft  be  general,  becaufe  the 
fubfequent  manufcripts  of  the  Armenian  verfion  were 
taken  from  the  edition  of  Haitho.  Adkr  aflerts  it  as  a 
faft,  though  he  gives  no'proof,  in  his  Mufeum  Cufi- 
f  um  Borgianum,  p.  159,  160.  He  mentions  indeed  an 
Armenian  manufcript  more  ancient  than  the  time  of 
Haitho,  written  in  1087,  and  prefervcd  at  Rome'  in  the 
pibliotheca  Cafanatenfis  s  but  this  affords  no  afliftance 
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in  regard  to  the  New  Teftament,  as  it  contains  only  the 
five  books  of  Mofes.  Griefbach  on  the  other  hand, 
p.  Ixxvii.  denies  that  the  Armenian  verfion  latinizes, 
feegaufe  it  very  frequently  agrees  with  the  quotations  of 
Origen.  But,  not  to  mention  that  the  Latin  vefiion 
itfelf  coincides  with  Origen  in  many  important  readings, 
it  cannot  be  infenedf  rom  the  coincidence  even  of  a  great 
number  of  examples,  that  Haitho  made  no  alterations; 
and  it  is  not  to  be  fuppofed  that  a  man,  who  correfted 
through  motives  of  piety,  would  defignedly  corrupt  the 
whole.  The  fubjeft  therefore  requires  a  new  inveftiga- 
tion,  which  no  man  can  attempt,  unlefs  with  a  know- 
ledge of  the  Armenian  he  unites  the  good  fortune  of 
having  accefs  to  the  ancient  manufcripts,  that  wer« 
written  before  the  time  of  Haitho, 


T 


SECT.    XIX. 

0/  the  printed  editions  of  the  Armenian  verjion. 

'he  firft  printed  edition  of  the  Armenian  vcrfion 
was  publilhed  in  the  laft  century,  by  Ufcan, 
bifliop  of  Erivan.  Simon  relates,  p.  198.  that  much 
confuiion  had  crept  into  the  copies,  and  that  the  Bible 
was  at  the  fame  time  become  fo  fcarce  in  Arrncnia,  that 
a  fiflgle  copy  coll  1 200  livres.  Hence  a  council  of  Ar- 
menian biihops,  aflembled  in  1662,  ordered  the  Bible 
to  be  printed  in  Europe.  I  remember  to  have  read,  in 
the  laft  and  complete  edition  of  Chardin's  travels,  that 
Ufcan  intended  to  have  printed  it  in  France,  but  not 
being  able  to  obtain  permiffion,  he  printed  at  Marfeilles 
the  Liturgy  alone,  and  that  with  confiderable  alterations. 
This  is  one  of  the  paffages  which  the  Papifts  ftruck  out 
from  Chardin's  travels  at  the  publication  of  the  firft  edi- 
tion. At  length  Ufcan  printed  the  Bible  at  Amfterdam, 
in  1666,  and  the  New  Teftament  feparately,  in  1668, 
which  was  reprinted  in  1698.  It  is  a  very  beautiful 
edition",  but  La  Croze  and  G.  Whifton-  have  accufcd 

<^  4  the 
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the  editor  of  having  corrupted  in  fome  placed  the  Ar« 
menian  text,  Thef.  la  Croz.  Tom.  L  p.  389.  and  Praef« 
ad  Mofen  Chor.  p.  10.     This  at  leaft  i&  certain,  that 
I  John  V.  7.  was  not  in  his  manufcript,  for  Sandius,  in 
his  Interpretationes  paradox^,  p.  376.  declares,  that  he 
had  feen  the  manufcript,  from  which  the  Amfterdam 
edition  was  printed,  and  that  it  wanted  that  verfe*.    In 
like  manner  John  v.  4,  is  wanting  in  the  Armenian 
manufcripts,  'yet  it  (lands  in  Ufcan's  edition,  and  La 
Croze  obferves,  in  his  letter  to  TEnfant  %  that  Ufcan 
himfelf  acknowledges  in  his  preface,  that  he  had  altered 
fome  paflages  from  the  Vulgate.     But  La  Croze  has 
treated  Ufcan  with  candour,  and  fuppofed  that  his  mif« 
takes  arofe  not  from  an  intention  to  deceive,  but  from 
Ignorance  and  fuperftition. 

As  the  Armenian  is  little  underftood  among  the 
learned,  we  have  only  very  fcanty  extrafts*  of  the  Ar- 
menian readings^.     Thofe  which  Mill  has  inferted^  he 

received 

k  As  the  pre&ce  of  the  two  WhiftoiM  to  Moies  Chorenenfis  it  acceflible 
perhapa  to  only  a  few  of  my  readers,  I  will  quote  from  it  ibme  of  the  re- 
markable readings  of  the  Armenian  yerfion  of  the  New  Teilament  >. 

Matth.  xix.  17.  The  Armenian  tranflator  has  rendered  the  paflage, 
'  But  he  fpake  to  him  \  why  adceft  thou  me  after  that  which  is  good  ? 
Ose  is  good.    But  if  thou  wilt,*  &c.    See  feft.  13.  of  this  chapter. 

Matth.  xxvii.  16,  17.  He  ufes  in  both  names  the  word  Barabbas^ 
faying  Jefus  Barabbas^  This  is  the  moft  ancient  reading,  but  it  was 
rejefted  by  Origen,  in  his  35^^  Homily,  who  thought  that  the  name 
of  Barabbas  ought  not  to  be  annexed  to  that  of  Jefus.  See  chap.  vi. 
fedt.  12. 

Luke  xi.  2,  3,  4.  he  omits  the  words,  *  which  art  in  Heaven,*  and 
'  alfo  the  third  petition.  In  thefe  two  omiffions  he  coincides  with  the 
JLatin  Vulgate:  and  that  Ufcan  made  no  alteration  here  appears  from 
the  evidence  of  La  Croze,  who  relates  that  theie  paflages  are  omitted  in 
the  ancient  Armenian  manufcript,  preferved  in  the  royal  library  at 
Berlin. 

A£^s  vi.  9.  Several  critics  have  endeavoured  to  fhew,  that  the  reading 
AfCucnwv  is  preferable  to  that  of  xtCffriviyv,  and  Reland,  in  his  remarks 
on  Jofephi  Antiquitat.  xvi.  -6.  has  fupported  the  former  reading  on 
very  pkniible  grounds.  In  his  time  it  was  only  conjefture,  but  it  is 
now  fupported  by  authority,  for  the  Armenian  verlion  has  the  reading 
7  *  Libyan.^ 
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received  from  Louis  Picques ;  but  Bcngel  and  Wctftein 
were  indebted  to  La  Croze.  A  new  field  therefore  lies 
open  to  a  critic,  who  would  apply  to  the  ftudy  of  thifr 
langu^e  \ 


SECT.     XX. 

0/  tie  Perfic  verfians. 
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E  have  two  Perfic  verfions  of  the  four  Gofpels. 
of  which  the  mod  ancient,  and  that  which  is 
moft  valued  by  the  learned,  is  printed  in  the  London 
Polyglot,   accompanied  with  a  Latin  tranilation*  by 
Sam.  Clarke,  and  notes  by  Thomas  Graves  *.  ^  This 
critic  has  very  juftly  obferved,  that  the  Perfic  is  a  trans- 
lation of  the  Syriac,  for  it  fometimes  retains  even  Syriac 
words,  and  (ubjoins  a  Perfic  interpretation :  and  in  other 
places  confounds  the  meaning  of  words,  that  have  a 
fimilar  found  only  in  the  Syriac.  The  matter  is  like  wife 
highly  probable  in  itfelf,  for  the  Chriftians,  who  lived 
fcattered  in  the  Perfian  empire,  made  ufe  of  Syriac  as 
the  language  of  the  church,  and  ^  the  language  of  lite- 
rature ;  and  it  was  common  for  the  Perfians  to  ftudy  in 
the  fchools  of  Syria,  efpecially  at  Edefia.  The  principal 
ufe  then  of  the  Perfic  verfion,  is  in  difcovering  the  falfc 
readings  that  have  crept  fince  that  period  into  the  Syriacl 
It  might  be  added,  in  confirmation  of  what  was  faid 
above,  that  the  Perfic  omits  paflages,  that  are  wanting 
in  no  manufcript  or  verfion  except  the  Syriac  :  for  in- 
fiance  Matth.  xxvii.  46.  Mark  vii.  34.   Mill  and  Ben- 
gel 

'  IJbyan.*  But  it  ftiii  remains  a  quefUon^  whether  the  Armenian  tranf- 
lator  a6hially  read  u^u^mn,  or  only  gave  that  interpretation  to  xtCf^nr^ff 
for  Wetftein  fays,  non  major  eft  inflexio  xiCvrivwv  in  XiCi^rnrMr,  quam  fex- 
tarii  in  |fr«(,  ant  fpicatae  in  fricuuiCy  aut  penulse  in  ffXomv.  The  evidence 
therefore  of  the  Armenian  verfion  is  in  this  cafe  dubious,  and  I  can  iee 
no  reafon  for  departing  here  from  the  common  text 

1  John  T«  7.  is  not  contained  ia  the  ancient  Armenian  manufcripts. 
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gel  have  taken  their  extradls  from  this  verfion  for  their 
colledbions  of  various  readings.     . 

There  is  another  Perfic  verfton  of  the  Gofpcls,  whicb 
Abraham  Wheloc  began  to  print  in  1652,  and  after  bis 
death  Pierfon  finilhed  in  1657.  It  was  publiftied  in 
London^  ^nd  three  manufcripts  •  were  ufed  by  the  edi- 
tors. It  is  thought  to  be  much  more  modern  than  the 
other,  and  I  find  in  Le  Long's  Bibl.  facra,  that  Wheloc 
fuppofed  it  an  immediate  tranflation  from  the  Greek*, 
but  Renaudot  believed  it  to  have  been  taken  from  the 
Syriac. 

Renaudot  likewife  obferves,  that  the  other  manu- 
fcripts  materially  differ  from  thefe  two  verfions,  and 
that  the  Perlians  in  their  public  worihip  nuke  yfcof  a 
different  verfion,  which  was  probably  the  moft  ancient, 
and  fliould  it  ever  be  made  public^  would  be  of  more 
value  than  the  other  two  united  K      . 

To  corredt  miftakes,  that  are  made  in  the  extra^ls  of 
]Mill,  recourfe  muft  be  made  to  Bode^s  Pfewdocritia 
Millio-Bengeliana. 


T 
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Tie  Latin  verfion  is  the  fource  of  edmoft  all  European 

verfions. 


w 


E  now  turn  from  Ada  and  Africa  to  Europe.  Of 
all  the  European  verfions,  none  is  fo  ancient  as 
the  Latin,  which  may  be  regarded  almoft  as  the  com- 
mon parent  of  all  the  Weftern  tranflations.  Forthough 
many  of  thefe  were  taken  from  the  original  Greek,  yet 
the  tranflators  either  had  recourfe  to  the  Vulgate  for 
affiftance,  or  they  were  fo  accuftomed  from  their  youth, 
if  not  to  the  Latin  itfelf,  to  tranflations  derived  from  it, 
that,  without  the  aftual  defign  of  making  innovations, 
it  was  impofl[ible.  to  avoid  betraying  a  fimilarity  to  the 
Vulgate  :  and  if  it  be  denied  that  they  were  its  imme- 
diate offspring,  it  had  at  leaft  a  confiderable  ftiare  in 
5  their 


SECT.  XX.I0      Jinchni  Vtrjim  ofthc  3Vi.f.  loj 

their  formation.  The  Ffeflcb,  Italian,  and  Spanifl^ 
Bibles,  that  were  ptbliftied  before  the  fixteenth  century, 
and  of  which  .SimoA  ha$  given  eq^i^rtaining  accounts  in 
his  Hift.  Crit. .  des  VerC  chap.  2,8,:  40.  41*  were  takeq 
wholly  from  the  Latia.  Tjie  feme  may  be  faid  of  the 
old  German  Bibles,  priot^  in  1462  \  1467,  and  1483, 
which  I  have  fully  defcribed  in  the  Syntagma  commen- 
tationum,  p,  i — 22,  publiihed  in  1759,  in  which  Bibles 
it  is  exprefsly  faid,  that  tliey  were  corrected  with  great 
care  and  diligence  according  to  the  Latin,  The  com- 
mon verfions  of  the  Papifts^  which  have  been  made  fincc 
that  time,  follow  likewife  the  Vulgate ;  and  though 
leveral  learned  members  of  that  church  have  attempted 
more  accurate  tranflations  in  the  living  languages,  they 
were  ftill  accuftomed  from  their  youth  to  the  Latin.  It 
is  true  that  Luther  tranflated  from  the  Greek,  yet  marks 
of  the  Vulgate  are  vifible  through  the  whole  tranflation: 
nor  would  he  have  been  able  to  produce  fo  accurate  a 
tranflation  of  the  Bible,  the  prefent  fources  of  critical 
affiftance  being  at  that  time  totally  unknown,  unlcfs  he 
had  recurred  to  the  aid  of  the  Vulgate,  and  refolved 
not  to  forfake  his  guide,  but  where  it  led  into  open  error. 
In  fupport  of  this  affertion,  I  appeal  not  only  to  the 
many  inftances  of  accurate. tnyiflat ion,  and  few  of  falfe 
interpretation,  that  are  commop  to  Luther  and  the  Vul- 
gate, but  alfo  to  thofe  errors  in  Luther's  verfion,  which 
cannot  be  derived  from  the  original  Greek.  For  inftance 
mtTKivrofjLah  is  rendered  *  to  viiit,'  becaufe  he  found  vi- 
fito  in  the  Latin.  It  by  no  means  derogates  from  the 
charafter  of  the  great  Luther,  that  he  adhered  to  this 
very  ancient  verfion  ;  and  .perhaps  the  fuccefs  of  his 
tranflation,  at  a  time,  when  the  Oriental  languages  were 
little  known,  and  few  commentaries  exifted  of  any  value, 
may  be  afcribed  to  the  affiftance,  which  he  derived  from 
the  Vulgate,  where,  though  he  has  corrected  miftakcs, 
ke  has  never  altered  without  neccffity. 
The  tranflation  of  Luther  has  had  material  influence 

on 

'  With  refpeA  to  this  date,  fee  Clement  Bibliotbeque  curieurc,  TQin% 
Ml.  p,  310— 3*3.  n.  39,  40. 
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on  thofe,  which  were  made  by  his  followers  in  the  Re- 
formation, not  excepting  even  the  Englilh,  where  ex- 
amples might  be  produced  of  Germanifms,  that  to  every 
Englifhman  muft  appear  obfcure  *.  And  it  will  be  necd- 
lefs  to  prove  at  large,  that  moft  of  the  tranflators  of  the 
Bible  in  the  two  laft  centuries,  have  been  accuftomed 
to  the  Latin,  or  to  verfions  immediately  derived 
from  it. 


SECT.     XXIL 

Of  the  Latin  verfion  in  general. 

*^  o  avoid  confafion  in  treating  of  the  Latin  verfion, 
-*-  we  muft  diftinguilh  what  exifted  before  the  age 
of  Jerom,  from  the  edition,  which  was  correfted  and 
publilhed  by  the  learned  father,  and  is  generally  known 
under  the  name  of  the  Vulgate.  The  Vulgate  muft  be 
again  examined  in  three  different  points  oiview  :  finft, 
as  it  was  publifhed  by  Jerom  ;  adly.  as  corrupted  in 
later  ages,  partly  by  miftakes  of  trianfcribers,  partly  by 
interpolations  from  more  ancient  Latin  verfions  ;  3dly. 
as  corredled  in  the  fixteenth  century  by  Papal  authority, 
and  introduced  into  the  chyrch  of  Rome. 

Of  the  ancient  verfions  before  the  time  of  Jerom,  a 
full  account  may  be  feen  in  Simon  Hift.  Grit,  des  Verf. 
ch.  3,  4,  5,  6.  in  Martianay's  Prolegomena  to  the  Gof- 
pel  of  St.  Matthew,  which  he  publifhed  according  to 
the  old  verfion,  in  Mill,  §  377 — ^605.;  and  in  Mo- 
(heim's  Commentarli  de  rebus  Chriftianorum  ante 
Conftantium  Magnum,  p.  225 — 229.- This  laft  treatife 
deferves  efpecially  to  be  read,  becaufe  the  author  has 
freed  the  hiftory  of  this  verfion  from  feveral  miftakes, 
that  were  generally  committed,  and  from  which  I  was 
not  exempt  in  the  firft  edition  of  this  work.  It  will  be 
obferved  in  the  fequel,  that  this  ancient  verfion  is  an^ 
nexed  to  the  Greek  text  in  the  Cod,  Boernerianus,  Cla- 
romontanus,  and  Cantabrigienfis.  Bcfide  thefe,  feveral 
other  copies- are  extant  i  among  which  may  be  recjconed 

thbfe 
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thofe  mentioned  in  UfFenbach's  Travels,  Vol.  III.  p.  471 
—480. ;  fome  of  thefe  are  very  extraordinary,  efpecially 
that  in  the  poffeffion  of  Aymon. 

We  had  formerly,  and  indeed  fo  late  as  the  firft  part 
of  the  prefcnt  century,  fome  fragments  of  this  verfion 
in  print,  but  few  whole  books  of  the  New  Teftament, 
namely  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew  and  the  Epiftle  of 
St.  James,  which  Martianay  printed  in  1695,  fr°"^  ^wo 
very  ancient  manufcripts.  To  thefe  was  added,  in  1 7 15, 
the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles,  which  Hearne  publifhed  at 
Oxford  from  the  Cod.  Laudianus  3.  a  very  excellent 
work,  but  extremely  fcarce,  on  account  of  the  few  im- 
preffions  that  were  taken :  we  are  therefore  much  in- 
debted to  profeffor  Hwiid  for  having  reprinted  the  Latin 
text,  in  his  Libellus  criticus  de  indole  codicis  N.  T, 
bibliothec«  Caelareo -Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  xxxiv. 
acceffit  textus  Latinus  Antehieronymianus  c  codice 
Laudiano. 

The  want  of  a  printed  edition  is  the  reafon  that  fo 
many  of  the  learned  have  made  miftakes  in  fpeaking  of 
this  verfioo,  and  falfely  undcrftood  the  cleared  pafla^s 
of  the  fathers,  that  allude  to  it.  But  Pope  BenedidXw. 
who  was  highly  valued  by  the  Proteftant,  as  well  as  by 
the  Roman  church,  has  acquired  immortal  honour  in 
the  Republic  of  Letters,  for  having  ordered  to  be  pub- 
liihed,  in  17499  a  magnificent  edition,  taken  from  five 
(properly  only  four  genuine)  manufcripts  "  of  this  ver- 
fion. The  -atle  of  this  work,  which  confifts  of  four  * 
volumes  in  folio,  including .  the  Prolegomena  and  the 
treatifes  annexed  to  it,  is,  Evangeliarum  quadruplex 
Latinje  verlionis  antiqua?,  feu  Italica*,  nunc  primum  in 
lucemeditumex  codicibus  manuicriptisaurei$,aigenteis, 
purpureifi,  aliifque,  plulquam  millennaris  a^tatis  fub 
aufpiciis  Joannis  V.  regis  fideliflimi  Lufitanise,  a  Joanne 

Blanchina 

*  The  names  of  the(e  manuicripts  are  Vercellenfis,  Veronenfis^  Cor- 
^jenfis,  Brixianus,  and  Forojulieniis  * :  but  this  lad  contains  only  tlie 
coirefted  veriion  of  Jcrom,  juid  ought  therefore  not  to  have  been  printed 
^th  the  others,  Dobrowiky  has  ihewn.  this  very^  clearly  in  his  Frag*- 
iDcatum  Pragentie  evangelii  Marci.    Pragas  178s, 
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Blanchino.    The  beauty  and  largenefs  of  the  types^  the 
great  number  of  learned  treatifes,  and  the  corpper  pla  tc 
with  which  it  is  ornamented,  make  the  work  fo  very  ex- 
penfive,  that  it  is  feldom  to  be  found  in  pritaite  libraries, 
though  it  ought  to  be  in  general  ufe  :  an  editor  tbeie- 
fore  would  deferve  the  thanks  of  the  public^  who  would 
publifh  .in  a  lefs  fumptuous  manner  the  Latin  t^t  of 
the  four  manufcripts,  (for  tliat  of  the  Forqjulienfis  is 
unneceffary)  and  omit  the  diflertations,  by  which  means 
the  work  would  be   reduced  to  a  moderate  quarto. 
While  Blanchini  was  eng^ed  in  preparing  it  for  tlic 
prefS)  P.  Sabatier  published  in  1743.  bis  Biblia  Latina 
verfionis  antiquae,  feu  vetus  Italica,  of  which  the  third 
volume  contains  the  New  Teftament.  :  But  Sabatier 
look  not  his  text  from  manufcripts  Of  tht  Latin  verfion 
only,  but  from  the  Codices  Gr«co-Latini,  or  Greek- 
Latin  manufcripts  :  for  inftince,  the^  A(9:s  of  the  Apof* 
ties  from  the  above-mentioned  Cod.  Laudiaaus  3,  pub- 
liftied  by  Hearne.      Here  w6  may  naturally  inquire, 
whether  thefe  Latin  verfioas  werci  in  general  and  public 
ufc^  or  whether  they  are*  not  to  be  afcribed  to  the  pri- 
vate induftry  of  different tranfcribers,  who,  copying  the 
Greek  Teftament,  fubjoined  a  Latin  tranflation  ccn-re* 
fpondent  to  the  Greek*  text  of.their  refpeftive  manu- 
fcripts.    After  reading  Hearne'5  editifen  of  the  Ads  of 
the  Apoftles,  we  might  be  inclined  to  fuppofe  the  lat- 
ter :  but  their  coincidence  with  the  quotations  of  the 
Iiatin  fathers  (hews,  that  thefe  very  tranflitions  of  the 
Greek  text,  as  it  ftood  in  the  moft  ancient  manufcripts, 
were  in  general  ufe  in  an  age,  that  precedes  the  date  of 
any  manufcript  now  extant.     As  the  Greek-Latin  ma- 
nufcripts have  ohafms,    Sabatier    has  fupplied  them, 
though  this  is  very  unfatisfaftory,  from  the  Vulgate,  and 
fometimes  added  in  the  notes  quotations  from  the  Latin 
fathers.     For  inftance  Ads  xxvii.  5 — 14.  18 — 23.  29. 
xxviii.  20.  are  wanting,  which  is  the  more  difagreeable, 
becaufe  they  contain  paffages,  where  the  critic  is  in  need 
of  information,  whether  the  reading  of  the  old  verfion, 
chap,  xxvii.  14;  was  Ev^oxXvhvy  or,  like  that  of  the  later 

verfion, 
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verfion,  Et;f«jeoXwv%  and  chap,  xxvii).  i.  Melita,  or  MeJ 
litene.  Whoever  could  fupply  thefc  chafms,  from  ma- 
nufcripts  of  the  old  verfion,  or  more  properly  rerfions^ 
and  ftill  more,  whoever  would  continue  the  work  of 
Blanchini,  and  publifti  the  Afts  and  the  Epiftlcsj  would 
greatly  promote  the  critical  knowledge  of  the  New 
Teftament*. 
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Of  the  great  number  of  ancient  Latin  verfions,  among  which 
the  Itala  is  no  longer  difiinguijhable.  One  of  thefc  whs 
termed  Fulgate. 

Tt  appears  from  the  teftimpny  of  Augilftin,  that  the 
*  Latin  church  had  a  very  great  number  of  tranfla- 
tions  of  the  Bible,  that  they  were  made  at  the  firft  in- 
troduftiori  of  Chtiftianity,  but  that  the  authors  are  to- 
tally unknown.  His  mode  of  expreflJon  in  regard  td 
this  fubje6t  is  rather  hyperbolical,  *  Qui  Scriptura?  ex 
Hebrsea  lingul  in  Grsecam  verterunt  numerari  poffunt, 
Jatini  autem  interpretes  nuUo  modo.  Ut  enim  cuivis 
primis  fidei  temporibus  in  manus  venit  codex  Graecus, 
tt  aliquantulum  facultatis  fibi  utriufque  linguae  habere 
vldebatur,  aufus  eft  interpretari.*  Auguft.  de  doftrina 
Chriftiana,  Lib.  II.  cap.  ii.  This  paflage  has  given 
rife  to  various  difputes^  and  many  have  even  ventured 
to  deny  a  plurality  of  Latin  verfions,  but  a  careful  pe- 
fufal  of  the  manufcripts  publiflied  by  Blanchini  is  fuffi- 
cient  to  confute  this  opinion,  and  to  (hew  that  there  is 
no  neceflity  for  doing  violence  to  the  words  of  Auguftin. 
It  is  true  that  the  verfions  are  not  abfolutely  diftind,  as 
appears  from  their  frequent  coincidence,  but  they  are 
compofitions  that  have  refulted  from  combining  more 
ancient  and  feparate  tranflations,  which  have  been  inter- 
Woven  with  each  other,  by  felcfting  thofe  parts,  which 
cither  deferved  the  preference,'  or  moft  ealily  occurred 
to  the  writer.     In  the  margin  of  one  manufcript  wal 

written^ 
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written,  perhaps  in  many  places,  the  text  of  another, 
which  a  future  tranfcriber  inferted  in  his  copy,  or  when 
paflages,  or  leaves  were  wanting  in  one,  they  were  fup- 
plied  by  extra(fls  from  another  Having  collated  the 
Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  in  the  Syriac  veriion,  with  the 
Evangeliarum  quadruplex,  I  iound  the  Latin  verfions  in 
general  divided,  fome  being  in  favour  of  the  reading  for 
which  I  confulted  them,  while  others  were  againft  it,  a 
circumftance  which  clearly  proves  them  to  be  the  refult 
of  different  tranilations.  In  (hort,  v  they  are  txsiAly  of 
fuch  a  nature,  as  might  be  expefted  from  verfions  that 
arofe  in  the  manner  above  defcribed,  and  of  which Jerom 
{ays,  fi  latinis  exemplaribus  fides  efl  adhibenda,  refpon- 
deant,  quibus  ?  tot  enim  funt  exemplaria  posne,  quot 
codices. 

In  reading  the  Latin  text  of  the  Greek-Latin  manu^ 
fcripts,  fuch  as  the  Cod.  Cantabrigienfis,  Laudianus  3. 
Boernerlanus,  &c.  the  thought  naturally  occurs,  that 
the  difference  is  in  a  great  meafure  to  be  afcribed,  if  not 
to  completely  new  tranflations,  at  leaft  to  the  Latin 
having  been  altered  from  the  Greek  in  each  refpedivc 
manufcript ;  for  the  notion  that  the  Greek  has  been 
altered  from  the  Latin,  if  we  except.a  very  few  inflanccs, 


IS  erroneous ', 


Some  of  thefe  Latin  verfions  were  probably  written 
later  than  the  firft  ages  of  Chriftianity  *.  Rom.  xii.  13. 
is  ;^(eift(c  Tuy  ayifav :  but  inflead  of  ;^f»ai(,  three  .Codd. 
Grfflco-Latini  have  /xy«»aK,  and  though  the  old  Latin 
verfion  publifhed  by  Sabatier  has  neceffitatibus,  yet  it 
appears  from  his  note  that  others  had  memoriis.  This 
fault  (for  a  fault  it  evidently  is)  could  hardly  have  taken 
place  before  the  end  of  the  fecond,  or  the  beginning  of 
the  third  century,  for  it  conveys  the  language  and  (cn- 
timents  of  a  later  age,  aym  being  ufed,  not  in  the  fenfe 
of  the  New  Teftament,  where  it  is  applied  to  the  pri- 
mitive. CJiriftians  in  general,  but  in  tlie  ecclefiaftical 
fenfe  'd^thii- word,  faints,  or  martyrs,  characters  un- 
knpwjSriit'Jlo^     when  St.  Paul  wrote  his  epiftle  to  the 

Romlki.  J  ;.: 
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Of  thefe  various  tranflations,  there  was  one  in  parti- 
cular, that  in  the  writings  of  Auguftin  is  ftyled  Itala, 
a  very  celebrated  name,  but  a  name  that  has  been  fo 
abufed,  that  not  only  all  the  Latin  verfions,  that  ex- 
ifted  before  the  time  of  Jerom,  have  been  taken  for  one 
and  the  fame,  but  the  very  indiyidual  veriion,   that  is 
meant  by  Auguftin.      I  was  led  into  the  fame  error  at 
the  firft  publication  of  this  wort,  but  the  words  of  Au- 
guftin, who  alone  of  all  the  writers  of  antiquity  mentions 
the  Itala  by  name,  '  in  ipfis  autepi  interpretationibus 
Itala '  cjeteris  pneferatur,  nam  eft  verborum  tenacior 
cum  perfpicuitate  fententise,*  clearly  ftifew  that  it  was 
only  one  out  of  many  tranflations,  and  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  giving  this  title  to  every  Latin  verfion,  that 
exifted  before  Jerom*s  edition  of  the  Vulgate.     If  it.  be 
afkedj  to  which  of  the  old  verfions  the  name  of  Itala 
muft  be  afcribed  }  I  anfwer,  that  we  are  totally  unable 
to  determine;  for  though  Auguftin  has  highly  com- 
mended it,  he  has  not  given  a  fingle  extradt,  which 
might  ferve  to  diftinguifti  it  from  the  reft.  '  Yet  it  ap- 
pears to  have  been  generally  known  in  that  age,  and  to 
have  differed  materially  from  the  verfion,  that  was  ufed 
by  the  church  of  Africa,  the  country  of  Auguftin,  froni. 
whom  it  probably  received  the  name  of  Itala,  to  dif- 
tinguifti it  from  the  latter.     But  we  cannot  infer  from 
this  title,  that  it  was  in  ufe  at  Rome,  and  MoQieim  very 
juftly  obferves,  that  in  this  cafe  it  would  rather  have 
acquired  the  more  fuitable,  and  honourable  appellation 
of  Romana,     To  Moftieim  we  are  indebted  for  the  cor- 
leftion  of  the  above-mentioned  error,  which  before  his 
time  was  univerfal,  and  is  vifible  even  in  the  title-page 
of  the  editions  of  Martianay,  Sabatier,  and  Blanchini, 

Jerom  makes  mention  of  a  Vulgate,  which  was  pro- 
bably the  Latin  verfion  in  ufe  at  that  time  in  Rome„ 
and  which  itfelf  was,  in  a  greater  or  lefs  degree,  a  com- 
polition  like  the  others. 
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0/  the  general  fiyle  of'  thefe  verfions^  •  and  conjeQmes  in  re^ 

gard  to  their  authors. 

•T^iiE  ftylc  of  thefe  ancient  verfions,  which  is  ftilJ 
•*  vifibte  in  the  Vulgate,  though  amended  by  Jerom, 
is  not  only  devoid  of  claflic  elegance,  but  inaccurate 
and  impure,  though  Gefner  has  quoted  from  it  feveral 
examples  in  his  The&urus.  We  find  not  feldom  abfo- 
lutely  falie*  Latin,  and  fuch,  as  no  native  Roman  could 
have  written,  of  which  the  following  examples  are 
taken  from  Martianay's  edition  of  St.  Matthew,  ch.  ii. 
1 6.  tunc  Herodes  viden$  quoniam  (for  quod)  illufus 
eflet  a  Magis.  ii.  i8.  nolutt  confolari,  which  is  ufed  as 
if  itwere  apaffive.  iii.  15.  dimifit  ipfum,  for  permifit 
ipfi.  vi.  16.  exterminant  facies  fuas.  vi.  19.  ubi  aerugo 
et  tinea  exterminat.  xiii.  6.  ederunt  (for  ediderunt,  un- 
lefe  we  afcribe  this*  error  to  a  copyift)  fru&uni.  xiv.  i. 
benedixit  eos.  Miftakes  of  this  nature,  33  well  as  a  too 
fervile  attention  to  the  idiom  of  the  "Greek,  betray  a 
tranflator,  who  was  neither  a  native  Italian,  nor  had 
learned  the  language  iDy  the  rules  of  grammar'. 

At  other  times  we  find  expreflions,  that  have  the  ap« 
pearance  of  being  improper,  and  yet  may  be  juilified  by 
the  ufage  of  the  Latin  langu^e.  For  inftance  Matth. 
v.  32.  dimiflatn  adulterat.  v.  43.  odies  inimicum.  vi.  4 
in  abfconfo.  vi.  6.  vii.  9.  1 1.  petere  aliquem,  in  the  (enfe 
of  *  to  requeft  any  one.*  vii.  9.  alio,  as  a  dative,  vii*  1 9. 
unus  fcriba,  where  unus  refembles  a  modern  indetermi- 
nate iirticle,  and  in  the  fame  manner  ix.  i8.  princeps 
unus.  xi.  7.  lamentavimus.  xiii.  15.  cluferunt  oculos. 
xiv.  22.  juffit  difcipulis  fuis.  xviii.  24.  decem  millia 
talenta.  Thefe  ar^  remnants  of  the  Latin,  as  fpoken 
by  the  illiterate,  efpecially  in  the, Provinces*.  Every 
language  abounds  with  phrafes  in  common  life,  which 
a  claflic  writer  endeavours  to  avoid  :  the  mod  accurate 
jjire  expofed  indeed  tp  the  danger  of  fometimes  inadver- 
•^  tently 
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tently  admitting  them,  even  where  the  ferioufnefs  of  the 
fubjeft  requires  a  dignity  of  language ;  but  if  they  occur 
too  often,  and  are  even  ungrammatical  and  vulgar,  they 
betray  either  an  author  without  education,  or  a  foreigner, 
who  had  learnt  the  language  by  rote,  in  the  company  of 
the  illiterate. 

To  thofe  above  enumerated  may  be  added  certain 
words,  which  are  ufed  in  a  fenfe  that  is  very  rare  in  the 
claffic  writers.  Opinio  is  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  *  report,* 
Mattb.  iii.  24.  xiv«  i.  xxiv.  6.  Salmacidus,  a  wojrd 
quoted  by  Cicero  from  Enhius',  is  found  James  iii.  11. 
Orto  fole  seftuarunt,  Matth.  xiii.  6-  where  asftuo  is  ufed 
in  the  fame  poetical  fenfe,  as  it  is  applied  by  Viigil. 

Cumque  exufhis  ager  morientibus  afluat  herbis. 
Expreffions  of  this  kind  are  very  numerous,  and  they 
difcover  either  the  native  of  a  province,  who  is  unable  to 
difengage  himfelf  of  his  provincialifms,  or  a  foreigner 
who  could  form  no  judgement  of  the  propriety  of  lan- 
guage, but  in  writing  ferious  profe  adopted  either  the 
pbrafes  of  common  life,  or  fuch  as  he  could  recoUedt 
from  the  poets*. 

But  the  Latin  of  theie  verfions  is  not  therefore  to  be 
treated  with  contempt,  for  though  no  fcholar  would  at- 
tempt to  imitate  their  flyle,  he  may  learn  by  their  means 
the  langtiage  in  a  greater  extent.  For  it  is  certain  that 
no  man  can  know  more  than  the  half  of  a  language, 
nor  have  an  adequate  notion  of  its  etymology,  who  is 
acquainted  only  with  the  fmall  portion,  that  is  preferved 
in  elegantly  written  books.  Thofe  phrafes  of  common 
life,  which  are  ufed  by  men  of  liberal  education  at  fur- 
theft  in  epiflolary  correfpondence,  and  even  the  expref- 
fions  of  the  illiterate,  are  not  unworthy  the  notice  of 
Philology.  We  are  indebted  to  the  Latin  comedies  foe 
many  terms  in  the  mouths  of  vulgar  charadters,  which 
no  ferious  writer  could  ufe^  when  fpeaking  in  his  own  per*- 
fon.  If  thefe  are  received  with  pleafure.by  eveiy  critic,  r*s 
augmenting  his  treafurc  of  Latin  words,  no  caufe  can  be 
afligned  for  treating  the  Vulgate  with  contempt,  which 
for  the  above-mentioned  reafon  I  would  prefer  to  the 
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Bible  of  Caftellio^  I  have  frequently  converfed  on  this 
fubje6t  with  the  celebrated  Gefner,  who  ufed  to  fay  that 
the  Vulgate  was  to  him  an  audor  clafficus,  not  becaufe 
he  could  learn  from  it  to  write  elegant  Latin,  but  be- 
caufe it  enabled  him  to  furvey  the  Latin  language  in  its 
whole  extent.  The  genuine  original  meaning  of  facra- 
mentum  and  caelicolse  may  be  learnt  from  thefe  ancient 
verfions. 

Laftly,  they  contain  very  numerous  Hebraifms,  or 
father  Syriafms,  that  are  diametrically  oppofite  to  the 
genius  of  the  l^tin.  Thefe  furpafs  all  that  is  obfervable 
of  this  kind  in  the  Greek  Teftament,  not  excepting  the 
Gofpels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St,  Marie.  We  cannot 
therefore  account  for  them  as  imitations  of  the  original, 
and  we  are  naturally  led  to  fuppofe  that  fome  of  thefe 
.  verfions  were  made  by  Jewifli  converts,  whofe  native 
language  was  the  Syriac.  In  the  Curse  in  Aft  us  Apoft, 
Syri4cos,  p.  168—^173.  I  took  notice  of  fe veral  examples, 
in  which  traces  may  be  difcovered  of  the  Syriac  edition  ^ 
Ridley,  who  from  the  hint  which  I  had  given,  profe- 
cuted  the  inquiry  ftill  further,  colledted  in  the  9**  {e<S\ 
of  his  Differtatio  de  verfionibus  Syriacis  ftill  more  ex- 
amples, among  which  that  of  Rom.  ix.  25.  is  fo  re- 
markable, though  it  appears  to  be  doubtful,  that  I  will 
Tubjoin  it  in  a  note  with  the  author's  own  words"*  Thofe, 

who 

A  Ad  eutidem  modum  Rom.  ix.  25.  legimus  in  textu  ndKtrtt  rev  mm 

Xaoy/bMv,  Xmv/mm/:  jmi,  tw  ovx  vyaTrnfAVtWt  wyAitrfAKnti,  NuUus  hlc  dubitandl 
locus.  Vertit  tamen  latinus,  i/ocabo  non  plebim  miam,  plebem  meam  s  et 
/ton  dileSiantf  dUeSam  r  et  mn  mifericordtam  confecutam^  mi/ericordiam  con- 
fecutam,  NuUius  codicis  fretus  aufboritate  unum  in  duo  membra  yidetur 
refolvere ;  fed  non  eft  nifi  ambigua  vods»  cujus  fignificationem  non 
'  tenebat  interprei,  in  ntrilmque  fenfum  explicatio.  Syrus  enim  tranHuJit 
i!ila4w;Z.}  A^Xto;Z.}  ^X^o .  Prius  vero,  quam  appingerentur  vocales,  du* 
bium  eilet/  an  fit  non  dile£lam,  diUBam  cum  Graeco,  an,  non  nufericmrdutm 
confecutanti  mi/ericordiam  confecutam,  cum  Hebraeo.,  Latinus  igitur  in 
utrumque  fenfum  vocem,  non  Graecara,  fed  Syriacam,  interpretatus  eft. 
But  this  example,'  though  very  plaulible,  leads  to  no  abfolute  certainty, 
becaufe  oim  qxcn/uivny  is  the  reading  of  the  Septuagint,  Hof.  i.  6.  ii.  23.  from 
which  the  Latin  reading  ^  non  nufeiicordiam  con&cutam*  might  have 
b^en  taken. 
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who  oiBciated  as  teachers  in  the  Chriftian  communities 
during  the  firft  century,  were  chiefly  Jewifli*  converts, 
for  being  inftrufted  from  their  youth  in  the  knowledge 
of  the  OldTeftament,  they  were  better  qualified  to  ex- 
plain the  New,  than  one  born  and  educated  in  idolatry! 
And  it  is  not  improbable  that  thefe  very-perfons  applied 
themfelves  to  translating,  that  each  community  might 
poflefs  the  New  Teftament  in  its  native  language  ^ 

In  the  Greek-Latin  manufcripts  the  tranflators  have 
fometimes  grofsly  offended  againft  the  rules  of  the  Latin 
grammar,  and  they  feem  to  have  been  led  into  error  by 
a  too  fervile  adherence  to  the  idiom  of  the  Greek,  being 
jwobably  better  matters  of  the  latter  than  of  the  former. 

The  language  of  thefe  vdrfions  has  had  material  in- 
fluence on  the  Latin  of  the  church,  which  is  not  only 
unclaflical,  but  has  a  tinftttre  of  the  Oriental  idiom^ 
though  in  a  much  lower  degree  than  the  verfions  thenW 
felves^ 


SECT.    XXV. 

Further  remarks  in  refpeB  to.  the  origin^    antiquity,  and 

authors  of  the  old  Latin  verjions. 

T  HAVE  obferved  in  the  preceding  feftion,  that  the 
oldeft  Latin  verfions  appear  to  have  been  made  by 
native  Jews,  and  therefore  written  in  the  firft  century. 
This  conclufion  is  confirmed  by  the  teftimony  of  Au- 
guftin,  who  refers  them  to  the  earlieft  ages  of  Chrifti- 
anity,  and  the  premifes  receive  additional  probability 
from  the  circumftance,  that  Oriental  proper  names  are 
fometimes  written  in  the  Latin  Teftament  not  accord- 
mg  to  the  Greek,  but  the  Syriac  orthography ;  for  in- 
ftance,  KcnrB^vxufA  is  written  Caphernautti,  with  ph,  as  in 
Syriac  ysoMu  jas  >  the  village  of  Nahum,  and  I(rx«f  iwrn? , 
Scarioth,  as  it  is  in  Syriac  \l<L.*^a.  A  knowledge  of 
thefe  orthographical  minutise  in  Oriental  names,  added 
to  the  ba^nefs-  of  the  Latin,  is  an  evident  proof  that  the 
author  was  not  a  native  of  Italy '.  .         ' 
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The  reafon,  which  induced  Mill  to  refer  the  otiein  of 
the  oldeft  Latin  verfion  no  higher  than  to  the  time  of  Pope 
Pius,  in  the  middle  of  the  fecond  century,  that  theChnf- 
tians  in  Rome  during  the  firft  century,  who  came  froin 
Egypt,  Judaea,  and  other  countries,  were  acquainted  with 
Greeks;  and  therefore  not  in  need  of  a  tranilation,is  hardly 
^f  any  weight.  For  it  prefuppofes  without  proof,  that  the 
verfion  was  firft  made  for  the  ufe  of  the  Chriftian  com- 
munity in  Rome,  whereas  it  is  certain  that  the  greateft 
part  were  written  for  the  ufe  of  the  provincial  towns  in 
Italy*.  Nor  muft  we  forget  that  many  members  of  the 
Chriftian  church  were  of  the  loweft  clafs,  who  were  un- 
able to  comprehend  the  New  Teftament  in  the  original 
Greek.  It  feems  likewife  to  be  an  error  in  Mill  and 
other  critics,  when  they  fuppofe  that  the  Latin  verfion 
\vas  made  by  public  authority,  or  under  the  direftion  of 
the  biihop  of  Rome  :  for  it  is  inconfiftent  with  the  ac- 
count of  Auguftin,  the  only  writer  firom  whom  jve  can 
derive  information,  who  fays,  ut  cuivis  in  manus  venit 
codex  Gra^cus,  et  aliquantulum  facultatis  fibi  utriufque 
linguae  habere  videbatur,  aufus  eft  interpretari^  Now  it 
is  very  improbable,  .if  a  trahflator  had  been  appointed 
byabifliop,  or  a  council,  that  a  writer  would  have  been 
chofen,  who  was  fo  little  mafter  of  the  Latin.  I  am 
therefore  of  the  fame  opinion  with  Ridley,  and  fuppofe 
that  the  real  ftate  of  the  cafe  was  as  follows.  The  New 
Teftament  was  read  in  the  Chriftian  churches,  in  the 
fame  manner  as  the  Old  Teftament  in  the  Jewilh  fyna- 
gogues  y  and  as  the  Jews,  after  reading  the  original  Hef- 
brew,  explained  it  by  a  Chaldee  pafaphrafe,  the  Chrif- 
tian bilhops,  and  public  teachers  expounded  the  paflag^s 
in  Latin,  which  they  firft  read  in  the  Greek.  In  the 
beginning,  this  was  done  ex  tempore,  but  by  degrees, 
in  order  to  facilitate  the  public  fervice,  thefe  tranflatioris 
*  were  committed  to  writing,  and  at  length  communicated 
to  the  different  members.  By  thefe  means  we  may  ac- 
count for  their  great  variety,  and  the  confufion^  which 
might  have  been  avoided  by  a  verfion  ordained  by  the 
public  authority  of  the  Chriftian  church. 
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SECT.    XXVI. 

Of  the  great  confujion^  intQ  which  thefe  verfions  gradually  fell. 

npHE  confiifiony  unavoidable  in  thefe  veriions  from 
^  their  \tTy  commencement,  arofc  by  degrees  to 
fucb  a  height,  that  Jerom,  in  his  preface  to  the  Gofpels, 
complains  that  no  one  copy  refembled  another.  To  the 
pradtice  of  putting  together  parts  of  feparate  tranflations, 
and  making  in  this  manner  a  motley  compofition,  wd 
may  likewife  add  the  three  following  caufes. 

I  •  The  expreffions  of  one  Evangelift  were  transferred 
into  the  writmgs  of  another,  and  by  thefe  means  the  four 
Gofpels  converted,  as  it  were,  into  four  Harmonies* 
Jerom,  in  the  above-mentioned  preface,  makes  the  fol* 
lowing  complaint :  magnus;  fiquidem  in  his  noftris  codi* 
cibus  error  molevit,  dum  quod  in  eadem  re  alius  Evai^ 
geliila  plus  dixit,  in  alio,  quia  minus  putaverint,  addi- 
derunt :  aut  dum  etindem  fenfum  alius  aliter  expreffit, 
iUe,  qui  unum  e  (juatuor  legerat,  ad  ejus  exemplum  cse«> 
teres  quoque  sftimaverit  emendandos.  Unde  accidi(> 
ut  spud  nos  mixta  fint  omnia,  et  in  Marco  plura  Lucse 
et  Matthsi,  rurfum  in  Matthseo  plura  Joannis  et  Marcin 
et  cseteris  reliquorum,  quaealiispropriafuntjinveniantur* 

2.  Mar^nal  notes,  confifting  either  of  expofitions,  or 
oral  traditions,  concerning  the  hiftory  of  Chrifl,  were 
mferted  by  fubfequent  tranfcribers  in  the  text. 

3*  Itwasufual,  in  countries  where  Latin  was  fpokent 
to  accompany  the  Greek  manufcripts  with  a  Latin  tranf-* 
ktion,  which  was  written  either  in  a  column  parallel  to 
the  Greek  text,  or  immediately  under  it.  Now  it  ap- 
pears from  the  infpedtion  of  thefe  Greek-Latin  manu*^ 
fcripts,  that  the  objed  of  tranfcribers  was  fometimes  to 
render  both  texts  as  nearly  alike  as  poffiblej  and  as  they 
Were  often  men  of  no  learning,  they  were  expofed  to  the 
danger  of  altering  the  Latin  improperly.  Of  this  th^ 
following  is  an  inftance :  fitasrps  no^Hm^j  Phil.  ii.  4, 
beii^  written  according  to  the  ancient  manner  £KA£- 
T0I£KOI{OTNT££9  a  copyiil  unacquainted  with  the 
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« 

Greek  grammar  might  falfely  divide  it  into  maTfuf 
xoirayrf^y  and  this  was  adlually  done  by  the  writer  of  the 
Codex  Boernerianus^  for  he  had  altered  the  Latin  tranf- 
lation  into  fihguli  laborantes '. 


•       I 
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Critical  ufe  of  the  Latin  verfion. 

Tn  refpeft  to  the  value  and  critical  application  of  the 
>*■  Latin  verfion,  or  verfions,  to  the  difcovery  of  genuine 
readings  in  the  Greek  text,  the  opinions  of  the  learned 
•have  been  not  only  divided,  but  even  diametrically  op- 
^ofitfe.  Some  have  pafled  the  higheft  encomiums  on 
the  purity  of  the  text  in  the  Greek- Latin  manufcripts, 
-and  have  fuppofed  that  the  difcovery  of  the  genuine 
Itala,  which  it  is  vain  to  expeft,  as  the  hope  is  founded 
on  a  miftaken  name,  would  be  of  the  higheft  import- 
ance, in  a  critical  inquity  into  the  'New  Teftament.  It 
was  the  opinionof  the  late  Bengel,  that  the  coincidence 
of  the  Latin  verfion  with  the  Codex  Alexandrin us,  was 
in  every  inftance  the  ftrongeft  argument  in  favour  of  the 
<iuthenticity  of  a  reading :  but  he  meant  not  the  Itala 
alone,  and  afcribed  the  fame  value  to  the  Vulgate,  as 
'publifhed  by  Jgrom.  Its  high  antiquity,  and  the  praifes 
of  Auguftin,  though  thefe  relate  merely  to  its  literal 
<exa6tnefs,  have  been  the  chief  caufes  of  its  great  autho- 
rity. Now  this  literal  exaftnefs  is  often  carried  fo  far 
as  to  produce  miftakes  againft  the  rulers  of  grammar ; 
-but  whether  the  manufcripts,  in  which  thefe  are  obferv- 
ed,  arQ  to  be  referred  to  the  Itala,  or  whether  this  was 
written  in  better  Latin,  is  a  point  which  we  are  unable 
to  determine.  If  the  above-mentioned  opinion,  to  which 
I  fubfcribed  in  the  firft  edition  of  this  work,  be  true, 
the  Latin  verfion  muft  have  great  inifluence  in  deciding 
•on  the  authenticity  of  the  Greek  readings. 

But  other  critics  are  of  an  oppofite  opinion,  and  they 
fuppofe  that  the  Greek  text  has  been  corrupted  in  num- 
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beliefs  examples  from  the  Latin :  in  which  cafe  the  co- 
incidence of  the  Greek,  and  Latin  texts  would  rather 
weaken,  thdn  fupport  the  evidence  in  favour  of  a  read- 
ing. Thefe  were  the  fentiments  entertained  by  Wetftein, 
and  his  arguments  appeared  fo  plaufible,  that  in  the 
fecond  edition  of  this  Introdudion  I  became  a  convert 
to  his  dodtrine.  But  at  prefent  I  am  convinced  that  the 
chaise  is  ungrounded,  or  at  leaft  more  fevere,  than  is 
warranted  by  fa<5t,  and  it  is  more  probable  that  the  La- 
tin tranflation  in  the  Greek-Latin  manufcripts  has  been 
altered  from  the  Greek,  than  the  Greek  from  the  Latin. 
The  alterations,  that  may  have  taken  place  in  the  Greek, 
might  rather  be  attributed  to  the  Syriac.  See  below, 
chap.  viii.  fed:.  3. 

In  the  old  Latin  verfions,  thofe  namely  which  exifted 
before  the  time  of  Jerom,  or  have  been  added  in  the 
Greek-Latin  manufcripts  fince  that  period,  is  a  very- 
great  number  of  excellent  readings,  that  are  confirmed 
not  only  by  the  beft  and  moft  ancient  Greek  manu*- 
fcripts,  but  by  other  ancient  verfions,  efpecially  the  Sy- 
riac and  the  Coptic. 

But  we  cannot  therefore  conclude  that  they  are  yni- 
verfally  genuine,  for  examples  might  be  given  of  im- 
portant reading^;  in  which  one  Latin  verfion  contradifts 
the  other :  and  whoever  compares  the  Evangeliarium  of 
Blanchini,  will  fee  with  his  own  eyes  the  truth  of  Jerom's 
aiTertion,  fi  Latinis  exemplaribus  fides  e&  adhibenda  re- 
fpondeant,  quibus?  tot  enim  funtexemplaria  pa*ne,  quot 
codices.  In  collating  the  Syriac  with  ancient  Latin  ver- 
fions, I  found  one  half  in  favour  of  the  Syriac,  the  other 
half  againft  the  Syriac  reading. 

As  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  oldcft  Latin  verfions 
are  of  very  high  antiquity,  notwithftanding  fome  of  their 
readings  are  ralfe,  their  principal  ufe  in  the  criticifm  of 
the  New  Teftament  is,  that  they  lead  us  to  a  difcovery 
of  the  readings  of  the  very  ancient  Greek  manufcripts, 
that  exifted  prior  to  the  date  of  any  that  are  now  ex- 
tant.   Though  w^  are  left  in  doubt,  where  thair  tefti- 

mony 
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mony  is  difTerent,  yet,  where  their  evidence  agrees>  the 
decifion  is  of  great  authority. 

fieogely  who  obferved  the  want  of  uniformity  in  the 
Latin  text,  has  recommended  an  attention  to  the  num* 
ber,  goodnefs,  and  anticjuity  of  the  manufcripts^  as  the 
iureft  means  of  dilcovenng  the  genuine  reading.  This 
advice  would  be  very  applicable,  if  there  had  never  ex- 
ited more  than  a  fingle  Latin  veriion,  but  in  a  variety 
of  different  tranflations,  that  which  is  genuine  in  the 
one,  may  be  fpurious  in  the  other ;  and  fince  in  every 
work,  the  true  text  is  that  which  came  from  the  hand 
of  the  author,  there  may  be  different  readings  in  difie* 
rent  verfions,  yet  all  of  them  authentic. 

Were  it  poffible  to  diftinguifti  the  Itala,  a  term  ufed 
by  Auguflin  alone,  and  by  him  in  only  a  fingle  inftance^ 
fsx>m  the  other  L^tin  translations,  though  no  extrad  is 
on  record  which  might  lead  to  the  difcovery,  it  would 
be  dill  a  matter  of  great  doubt,  whether  it  would  deierve 
the  preference  in  determining  the  authenticityof  a  read- 
ing. The  praifes  beftowed  on  it  by  Auguftih,  as  being 
more  literally  exaft  than  the  veriions  that  were  common 
in  Africa,  afford  no  proof  that  it  was  taken  from  a  more 
aiccurate  Greek  manufcript,  than  other  tranilations*  Even 
had  it  been  affirmed  by  the  pious  father,  yet,  as  he  was 
ignorant  of  Greek,  and  a  total  flranger  to  learning  in 
general,  his  opinion  on  that  fubjedt  would  have  been  of 
Jittle  weight.  ♦  But  admitting  that  the  difcovery  of  the 
Itala  would  reward  the  pains  employed  in  the  fearch, 
where  is,  it  to  be  fought  ?  If  it  is  one  of  the  five  manu- 
fcripts  publiihed  by  Blanchini,  how  is  it  -to  be  diflin* 
guifhed  ?  Or  fhall  we  conclude  that  the  Itala  is  that, 
from  which  the  Latin  fathers  have  borrowed  their  quo- 
tations ?  Now  thefe  quotations  difagree  among  them- 
Selves,  and  could  not  therefore  have  been  taken  from 
the,  fame  verfion  :  but  fetting  this  circumftance  afide,  it 
is  a  very  arbitrary  inference,  that  the  Latin  fathers,  in 
different  parts  of  the  Roman  empire,  have  conftantly 
recurred  to  the  verfion  conunended  by  a  writer  of  Africa, 

in 
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in  preference  to  thpfe  in  ufe  in  their  refpeftive  churches. 
Nay,  Auguftin  himfelf,  though  he  commended  the  Itala, 
Jitight  have  quoted  from  the  verfion  that  was  ufual  in 
his  own  country,  in  the  fame  manner,  as  German  divines, 
though  they  preferred  a  later  tranflation,  would  ftill 
quote  the  Bible  from  that  of  Luther. 

It  were  to  be  wiftied,  that  the  various  readings  of  the 
old  Latin  manufcripts  were  carefully  colleAed,  and  an- 
nexed, on  a  more  extenfive  plan,  to  fuch  editions  as 
thofe  of  Mill  andWetftein:  but  they  fhould  be  arranged 
in  fuch  a  manner,  as  to  prevent  their  being  confounded 
with  thofe  coUefted  from  Greek  manufcripts.  By  the 
editions  of  Sabatier  and  Blanchini,  the  taik  is  rendered 
much  eafier  than  before,  but  thefe  alone  are  not  fuffi- 
eient,  and  the  work  would  be  imperteft  without  a  col- 
ledtion  of  manufcripts.  Thefe  muft  not  be  quoted  in 
a  vague  manner  Codices  Latini,  ftill  lefs  muft  the  word 
Itala  be  ufed,  but  the  different  manufcripts  muft  be 
carefully  diftinguiflied  from  each  other,  by  their  re- 
fpeftive  titles,  Latina  Vercellenfis,  Latina  Veronenfis, 
&c. 

The  foregoing  wifti,  which  I  expreffed  in  a  former 
edition,'  Profeflbr  Griefbach  has  already  begun  to  put 
in  execution*. 


SECT,  xxvni. 

CcrreSiion  by  Jerom^. 

^HE  great  confufion  which  prevailed  in  the  copies 
of  the  old  Latin  verfion,  induced  Pope  Damafus 
to  employ  Jerom  in  corredhing  it ;  and  among  all  the 
Latin  fathers,  before  and  after  his  time,  it  feems  thafr 
none  was  better  qualified  for  the  taik.  Jerom  finiftied 
thisufefiil  work  about  the  year  384,  and  he  fays  him- 
felf, at  the  end  of  his  Catalogus  de  fcriptoribus  eccle- 
fiafticis,  *  Novum  Teftamentum  Grecse  fidei  reddidi.* 
Fabricius  Stapulenfis,  and  others,  have  underftood  this 

only 
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only  of  the  Gofpels,  becaufe  he  fays,  in  the  preface  to 
the  Gofpels,  hsec  prefens  pnefatiuncula  pollicetur  tan- 
turn  quatuor  Evangelia,  codicum  Gnecorum  emendato 
coUatione.     But  Simon,  in  the  feventh  chapter  of  his 
Hift-  Crit.  des  Verf.  very  juftly  obferves,  that  Jerom,  in 
his  letter  to  Marcellus,  complains  of  thofe  perfons  who 
*  preferred  the  old  verfion  to  the  new,  and  that  he  is  there 
fpeaking  of  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul ;  and  further,  that 
the  Vulgate,  after  the  time  of  Jerom,  was  manifeftly 
different  from  the  old  verfion,  in  all  the  books  of  the 
New  Teftament ;   whence  we  may  naturally  conclude^ 
that  the  corredtion  was  not  confined  to  the  four  Gofpels, 
He  partly  expunged  the  fpurious  readings^  and  partly 
correded  the  tranflations,  which  Appeared  to  be  erro- 
neous ;  but  it  muft  be  confefled,  that,  with  the  bell  in- 
tention, he  has  fometimes  altered  for  the  worfe.    He 
conftantly  appeals  to  the  Greek  original,  as  the  touch- 
ftone,  by  which  the  verfion  muft  be  tried :  but  he  ac- 
knowledges himfelf,  that  he  attempted  not  to  amend 
all  the  errors,  but  only  thofe  of  the  greateft  importance, 
and  hence  we  may  explain  the  reafon  why  his  commen- 
tary Jfometimes  differs  from  his  verfion  *.     We  fhall  find 
in  the  fequel,  that  the  prefent  Vulgate  of  the  church  of 
Rome  agrees  not  entirely  with  Jerom's .  verfion :  and 
pprhaps  this  may  be  the  reafon  why  it  fometimes  dif- 
agrees  with  that  fether's  commentary.     The  two  learned 
Benedidine  monks,  Martianay  and  Pouget,  publiflied 
the  genuine  verfion  of  Jerom,  from  a  very  beautiful 
manufcript  at  Paris,  in  1693,  uncjer  the  title  Sanfti. 
Eufebii  Hierbnymi  divina  bibliotheca  haftenus  inedita, 
and  prefixed   to   it  their  excellent  Prolegomena,   to 
Which,  and  to  Simon,  chap.  7 — 12.  I  refer  nw  readers 
for  a  more  full  account  of  it,  and  of  the  prefent  Vul* 
gate,  than  the  nature  of  this  work  permits'. 
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SECT.    XXIX. 

Fate  of  the  Vulgate  after  the  time  of  Jerom. 

npHE  new  edition  of  the  Vulgate  by  Jerom,  fuper**- 
feded  not  the  old  and  uncorrefted  verfion,  for  the 
iabour  of  the  learned  father  was  regarded  by  many  as  a 
blameaWe  innovation,  the  old'verfion  was  ftill  permitted 
by  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  when  Leander  Bilhop  of 
Seville  inquired  of  the  Pope  which  of  the  two  deferred 
the  preference,  he  received  for  anfwer,  fedes  Apoftolica, , 
cui  prasfideo,  utraque  tranflatione  utitur.  This  was  car- 
ried fa  far,  that  the  Anglo-faxon  verfion  was  taken  from 
the  old  Latin,  not  from  the  correfted  Vulgate  t)f  Jerom  *• 
In  the  courfe  of  time  the  verfions  were  intermixed  witt 
each  other,  a  confufion  of  which  Caffiodorus  was  the 
principal  caufe,  who  ordered  them  to  be  written  together 
in  parallel  columns,  that  the  old  verfion  might  be  cor- 
refted  by  the  Vulgate :  and  though  Alcuin  by  command 
of  Charlemagne  provided  more  accurate  copies*,  it  fell 
again  into  fuch  confufion,  and  was  fo  disfigured  by  innu- 
merable miftakes  of  the  copyifts,  that  the  manufcripts 
of  the  middle  age  materially  differ  from  the  firft  edi- 
tions, that  appeared  in  print.  The  mixed  text  of  the 
middle  ages  is  found  in  a  higher  or  lower  degree,  in  all 
the  manufcripts  of  the  Vulgate,  that  were  written  during 
that  period.-  The  moft  celebrated  is  that  preferved  in 
the  Library  of  the  Monaftery  of  St.  Emeram  in  Ratif- 
bon,  written  in  the  year  870,  by  the  order  and  the  ex- 
pence 

•  Sec  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p.  84.  The  words  of  Theganus  in  du 
Chefne  Scriptores  Francici,  Tom.  II.  p.  277.  are  worthy  of  notice,  be* 
caufe  it  appears  from  them,  that  the  Latin  verfion  was  collated  not  only 
with  the  Greek,  but  with  the  Sjrriac.  *  Dominas  imperator  nihil  a1iu4. 
ccepit  agere,  nifi  in  orationibas  et  eleemonfynis  vacare,  et  libros  corri- 
gere.  Nam  quatuor  evangelia  Chrifti  in  ultimo  anno  ante  obitus  fui 
<liera  cum  Graecis  et  Syria  optime  correxerat.'  In  the  page  of  WetfteinV 
Prolegomena,  which  follows  that  above-quoted,  an  account  is  -given  of 
other  alterations,  that  were  made  in  the  Vulgate  during  the  middl?  ages  j 
hut  I  omit  them  at  prefent,  becaufe  they  are  of  little  importance  in  (acred 
cnticifm. 
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pence  of  Charles  the  Bald,  in  golden  letters,  bound  in 
gold,  and  (et  with  pearls  and  precious  flones.  This  ma- 
nufcript  belonged  to  the  Abbey  of  St.  Denys,  hut  it  was 

*  brought  to  Germany  by  Arnulphus,  and  depofited  where 
it  is  foutid  at  prefent.  It  contains  only  the  four  Gof- 
pels,  the  text  of  which  deviates  in  a  high  degree  from 
the  prefent  Vulgate,  and  appears  to  be  a  confufed  mix- 
ture, though  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  all  poffible 
pains  were  beftowed  on  it.  A  defcription  of  this  manu- 
fcript,  with  extradts  of  its  variations  (that  is  various 
readings  of  the  prefent  Vulgate,  and  Remnants  of  the  old 
verfion)  has  been  given  by  Coloman  Sanftl,  Librarian 
of  the  Monaftery,  in  a  treatife  publiflied  in  1786  with 
the  following  title.  Differtatio  inaureum  et  pervetuftum 
SS.  evangeliorum  codicem  MS,  monafterii  S.  Emerami, 
Ratifbonas*. 

Robert  Stephens  was  the  firft  who  attempted  to  reme- 
dy this  confufion,  by  publifliing  the  Latin  New  Tefta- 
ment  from  ancient  manufcripts  in  1543  and  1545. 
Though  this  edition  was  rejedted  and  prohibited  by  the 
Papifts,  on  account  of  errors  with  which  they  charged 
the  editor,  it  was  ufed  by  John  Hentenius,  who  derived 
from  it  very  great  advantage,  and  having  collated  feveral 
other  manufcripts,  publiflied  in  1 547  a  new  and  more 
correft  edition  under  the  infpedtion  of  the  Divines  of 
Louvain.  Thefe  again,  after  having  corredted  the  printed 
text  partly  from  Latin  manufcripts,  partly  from  the 
original  itfelf,  publiflied  at  Louvain  in- 1573  an  edition 
of  the  Bible,  that  is  much  fuperior  to  the  preceding. 
This  was  done  in  confequence  of  an  order  of  the  council 
of  Trent,  that  council  being  defirous  to  have  the  read- 
ings of  the  Vulgate  examined  and  afcertained.  But  the 
labour  of  the  Divines  of  Louvain  received  not  the  entire 
approbation  of  the  Pope,  and  Sixtus  the  Fifth  forbad  the 
printingof  various  readings  in  the  Vulgate,  an  order  which 
the  members  of  the  Church  of  Rome  evade,  by  colleft- 

"ings  readings  to  the  ancient  verfiph.  The  fame  Pope 
commanded  a  new  infpeftion  of  the  Vulgate  to  be  made 
in  Rome,  the  refult  ot  which  was  a  new  edition  that  was 

fiiiilhed 
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fiai(hed  in  1588,  but  not  made  public  before  1590,  af- 
ter it  had  undergone  a  careful  revifai.  Sixtus  V.  pro- 
nounced  it,  with  the  claufe,  apoftolica  nobis  a  domino 
tradita  au<%oritate,  to  be  the  authentic  Vulgate,  that  was 
the  objed  of  inquiry  in  the  council  of  Trent*  which  he 
flyles  *  perpetuo  valituramconftitutionem/  But  his  fuc- 
ceffors  were  of  a  different  opinion,  and  Clement  VIIL 
publiQied  another  authentic  Vulg^e,  that  differs  more 
than  any  other  edition  from  that  of  Sixtus  V.  and  moftljr 
refembles  that  of  Louvain.  But  in  order  to  prcferve  the 
infallibility  of  the  fovereign  pontiff,  it  was  pretended  that 
all  this  was  done  in  confequence  of  an  order  given  by 
Sixtus  V-  with  a  view  of  correding  the  errors  criF  the 
prefs,  that  he  liad  difcovered  in  his  edition.  Yet  it  Hill 
remains  a  flaw  in  the  Papal  charader,  of  which  Protei^ 
tants  have  taken  advantage  in  a  manner  tliat  ienfibly  af« 
feds  the  Church  of  Rome ;  efpecially  James  in  his  Bet 
lum  papale,  five  concordia  difcors  Sixti  V,  et  Clemen* 
tis  VIII.  Londini  1600,  and  in  his  Treatife  on  theCor*- 
ruption  of  Scripture,  &c.  1 6 1 1.  But  perhaps  the  Pope 
has  been  treated  unjuflly,  for  every  Jegiflative  power, 
whether  temporal  or  fpiritual,  may  declare  a  law  in  per*- 
petuum  valitura,  that  is,,  a  law  that  (hall  remain  in 
force,  till  repealed  by  the  power  that  made  it.  Mofes 
has  applied  to  his  laws  the  &me  or  fimilar  expreiSons, 
for  inflance  chl9  Tpl ,  yet  the  law  of  Mofes  was  tranfi- 
tory,  and  abolifhed  by  ChrilL  As  Simon  has  given  a 
full  account  of  thefe  editions  in  the  11^  chapter,  I  re- 
fer my  readers  to  his  critical  hiftory,  and  at  the  fame 
time  requeil  them  to  compare  Baumgarten's  Defcriptioa 
of  remarkable  books  \    Vol.  III.  p.  1 7  — 34. 
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/«  wiat  manner  the  Fulgate  is  regarded  by  Papifts  and 

Protejiants. 

^HE  Church  of  Rome,  and  the* Proteftant  Church, 
*   confider  this  Vulgate  in  a  very  different  light.     By 
fomc  it  is  extolled  too  highly,  by  others  unjuftly  depre- 
ciated 
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ciated,  who  fpeak  with  contempt  of  an  ancient  and  ex- 
cellent verfion,  upon  the  emendations  and  editions  of 
which  fo  great  care  and  pains  have  been  beftowed.  Few 
have  preferved  a  proper  medium. 

The  Church  of  Rome  isobliged  to  treat  this  verfionwith 
the  utmoft  veneration,  fince  the  council  of  Trent  in  the 
fixth  feffidn  declared  the  fame  to  be  authentic,  and  to  be 
ufed  whenever  the  Bible  is  publicly  read,  and  in  all  difpu- 
tations,  fermons,  and  expolitions.  The  words  are  fome- 
what  ambiguous,  and  in  the  Latin  are  as  follows: 
infuper  eadem  facrofanfta  fynodus  confiderans,  non 
parum  utilitatis  accedere  poffe  ecclefiae  Dei,  fi  ex  omni- 
bus latinis  editionibus,  quse  circumferuntur  facrorum 
'  librorum,  quaenam  pro  authentica  habenda  fit,  inno- 
tefcat,  (latuit  et  declarat  ut  ha?c  ipfa  vetus  et  vulgata 
editio,  quae  longo  tot  feculorum  ufu  in  ecclefia  probata 
eft,  in  publicis  leftionibus,  difputationibus,  prsedicatio- 
nibus,  et  expofitionibus  pro  authentica  habeatur,  et  ut 
nemo  iliam  rejicere  quovis  pratextu  audeat  vel  praefu- 
mat.  Hence  feveral  bigotted  Divines  of  that  Church, 
conclude  that  the  Vulgate  is  abfolutely  free  from  error,^ 
Sind  that  no  one  is  at  liberty  to  vary  from  it  in  a  tranfla- 
tion  or  expofition.  But  the  more  fenfible  part  is  of  a 
different  opinion,  and  interpret  the  words  in  a  moderate 
fenfe.  'According  to  their  explanation,  "authentic" 
fignifies  not  "  infallible,"  but  "  legal,"  and  the  Council 
has  not  declared  this  verfion'to  be  authentic  in  all  cafes, 
but  only  in  public  readings,  difputations,  fermons,  and 
expofitions,  that  is,  no  other  verfion  (hall  be  read  in  the 
church ;  and  as  the  Council  obferved  in  it  no  errors, 
which  mightjead  to  otherdoftrines  of  faith,  that  dodirinc 
is  pronounced  to  be  proved,  which  can  be  proved  from 
the  Vulgate,  and  no  one  is  permitted  to  deliver  from 
the  pulpit  an  expofition,  that  is  not  found  in  this  verfion. 
The  words  being  thus  explained,  the  council  of  Trent 
did  no  more  than  every  church  has  a  right  to  do,  wfth 
refpeft  to  a  tranflatiori  that  contains  no  errors  of  faith ; 
and  the  Church  of  Rome  is  the  more  to  be  juftified,  as 
it  has  given  the  preference  to  a  verfion  of  the  higheit  an- 
tiquity. 
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tiquity.  However,  I  confefs  that  there  is  an  ambiguity 
not  only  in  the  word  authentica,  but  alfo  in  the  word 
publicis,  whether  it  is  to  be  taken  with  leftionibus 
alone,  or  whether  it  equally  belongs  to  difputationibus, 
prsedicationibus,  and  expofitionibus.  Whoever  is  en- 
gaged in  controverfy  with  the  Romifli  clergy,  (hould  ac- 
quaint himfelf  thoroughly  with  the  Vulgate,  and  dili- 
gently inveftigate  the  real  fenfe  of  its  phrafes,  as  the 
fureft  means  of  difcovering  the  truth,  and  confuting  his 
opponents.  In  arguing,  forinftance,  whether  marriage  be 
a  facrament,  he  muft  carefully  examine,  in  what  fenfe 
facramentum  is  ufed  in  the  Vulgate.  But  -inquiries  of 
this  nature  demand  more  application,  more  knowledge 
of  Latin  and  of  Chriftian  antiquity,  and  a  more  inti- 
mate acquaintance  with  the  fathers,  than  fuperficial 
readers  imagine. 

Highly  as  the  Vulgate  is  extolled  by  the  church  of 
Rome,  it  has  been  depreciated  beyond  meafure  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fixteenth  century  by  feveral  learned  Pro- 
teftants,  whofe  example  was  followed  by  men  of  inferior 
abilities.  At  the  reftoration  of  learning,  when  the  faculty 
of  writing  elegant  Latin  was  the  higheft  accomplifliment 
of  a  fcholar,  the  Vulgate  was  regarded  with  contempt  as 
not  written  with  claffic  purity.   And  after  the  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts  were  difcovered,  their  readings  were  preferred  to 
thofeof  the  Latin,becaufe  the  New  Teftament  was  written 
in  Greek,  and  the  Latin  was  only  a  verfion:  but  it  was  • 
pot  confidered  that  thefe  Greek  manufcripts  were  modern 
in  comparifon  of  thofe  originals  from  which  the  Latin 
^as  taken ;  nor  was  it  known  at  that  time,  that  the  more 
ancient  the  Greek  manufcripts  and  the  other  verfions 
^vere,  the  clofer  was  their  agreement  with  the  Vulgate. 
This  has  been  clearly  evinced  by  Simon,  who  made  it  a 
particular  objeft  of  his  attention  in  his  Hift.  Crit.  du 
Texte  et  des  Verfions  du  N.  T.  and  has  pointed  out  the 
^eal  merits  of  the  Latin  verfion.  Our  ableft  critics,  fuch  as 
Mill  and  Bengel,  have  been  induced  by.this  treatife  to  aban- 
don the  opinion  of  their  predeceflbrs,  and  have  afcribed  to 
^he  Vulgate  a  value  perhaps  greater  than  it  deferves. 

VpL.lL  ^       ^  ^^ 
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SECT.     XXXI. 

General  remarks  on  lie  Gothu  'OerftoH  of  Ulphilas, 

AFTER  altering  my  opinion  more  than  once  upon 
this  fubjcftj  1  am  at  prefent  perfuaded  that  the  ver^ 
Hon  publiflied  under  the  name  of  the  Gothic^  is  really  a 
Gothic,  and  not*a  Frankilh  Verfion.    Thofe  who  would 
'  profecute  this  inquiry  further  than  the  limits  of  this  in- 
trodtiftion  allow,  may  have  recourfe  to  the  prefaces  and 
treatifes  of  Marftiall,  Benzel,  Lye,  and  Knittel  in  their 
refpedive  editions  of  the  Gothic  verfion  j  to  Heupcl's 
Diff.  de  verf.  Gothica  iv*  evangeliftarum,  Wittenberg 
1693  :  Le  tong  Bibliotheca  facra  T.  I.  p.  371.    Thc- 
faurus  epift.  La  Croz.  T.  III.  p.  78.  and  Chambcrlayne*5 
Oratio  dominica  in  diverfas  omnium  fere  gentium  lin- 
cuas  verfa,  p.  125 — 149,  where  the  epiftle  of  La  Croze 
IS  repripted :  Wachter  de  lingua  eodicis  aigentei,  a  very 
learned  eflay  printed  in  the  fecond  continuation  of  the 
Mifcellanea  Berolinenfia,  p.  40 — 47  :  and  to  the  follow- 
ing works  of  Ihre,  De  lingua  eodicis  argentei,  Upfai 
1754.    Ulphilas  illuftratus  1 752-— 1755.  and  SfJecimcn 
gloifarii  Ulphilani  1 753*  It  is  not  my  defign  to  mention 
every  author,  who  has  written  pn  this  fubjeft,  but  only 
thoie  from  whom  I  have  derived  inftrudtion,  to  whon> 
thofe  readers  may  refer,  who  wilh  to  have  more  ample 
information,  than  what  is  contained  in  the  fhort  extra&s, 
that  will  be  given  in  this  and  the  following  fedions# 

The  Goths,  to  whom  the  ppefent  fubjed  relates,  were 
not  only  a  race  diftinft  from  the  Goths  of  Sweden,  but 
derived  not  even  their  origin  from  that  country*^  Their 
ancient  habitation  was  to  the  eaft  of  the  Boryfthenes  > 
but  wandering  gradually  weflward  towards  the  provinces 
of  the  Roman  empire,  they  at  laft  fettled  in  Wallachia. 
It  was  during  their  refidence  in  that  country  that  they 
received  a  tranflation  of  the  Bible  m  their  native  lan- 
guage, from  their  celebrated  Bifhop  Ulphilas,  whofe 
naij^e  is  variously  written  by  the  Greek  and  Itoman  au- 
3  thon 
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thors  Vulphila',  Urphila,  Gilphula,  &c.  and  who  invent- 
ed the  Gothic  alphabet,  or  rather  compofed  it  in  imita- 
tion of  the  Greek.  He  tranflated  the  Old  Teijtament  as 
well  as  the  New,  without  the  exception  of  s^ny  fingle 
book,  for  though  Philpflorgius^  alTerts  that  Ulpbilas 
omitted  the  Book  of  Kings,  from  an  apprehenfion  that 
the  martial  fpirit  of  his  nation  might  be  roufed  by  the 
relation  of  the  Jewilh  wars,  yet  this  opinion  has  been 
confuted  by  Knittel  in  his  learned  commentary  ^. 

The  author  of  this  verfion,  who  has  had  the  good  for- 
tune enjoyed  by  few  ancient  tranilators  of  the  Bible,  to 
have  his  name  tranfmitted  to  pofterity,  was  by  birth  a 
Cappadocian,  and  lived  in  the  middle  of  the  fourth 
century,  Philoftorgius  places  him  in  the  reign  of  Con- 
ftantine  the  Great,  who  is  faid  to  have  held  liim  in  great 
veneration,  and  to  have  called  him  the  Mofes  of  his 
time.  But  this  was  a  miftake  in  Philoftorgius,  becaufe 
it  is  certain  from  the  accounts  of  Socrates,  Sozomen, 
and  Thcodoret,  that  Ulphilas  lived  in  the  time,  of  Valens 
and  Valentinian,  and  was  even  employed  by  his  coun- 
trymen in  an  embafly  that  took  place  in  378.  His  life 
is  heft  defcribed  by  Archbifhop  Benzel  in  the  preface  to 
his  edition  of  Ulphilas  *. 

Ecclefiaftical  writers  have  ranked  him  among  the 
Arians,  and  have  obferved,  what  appears  to  be  no  very 
pertinent  iiemark,  that  the  Arian  dodtrines  have  had  no 
influence  on  his  verfion  of  the  Bible.  It  is  faid  that  the 
orthodox  of  antiquity  have  never  reprefented  the  Gothic 
Bible  as  fpurious,  and  that  in  thofe.  parts  of  it  which  are 
extant,  no  traces  can  be  difco,vered  of  a  corruption  in 
favour  of  the  opinions  o(  Arius,  This  obfervation  might 
be  of  importance  if  the  Arians  had  the  fame  temptation 
to  alter  pafikges  of  fcripture  as  the  Soclnians,  or  if  among 
the  fragments  of  the  Gothic  verfion,  thofe  paflages  were 
ftill  extant  that  contain  the  chief  arguments  for  Chriil's 
divinity.  An  Arian,  who  believes  the  Son  of  God  not 
only  to  have  exifted  before  all  created  beings,  but  that 
he  was  the  creator  himfelf,  could  be  under  no  neceffity 
of  altering  even  th^  firft  chapter  of  St.  John*s  Gofpel, 

becaufe 
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becaufc  the  whole  controverfy  depends,  not  fo  much  on 
the  words  thdmfelves,  as  on  the  mode  of  explaining 
them.  But  the  five  firft  chapters  of  this  Gofpel  are  no 
longer  extant,  and  in  the  few  fragments  of  the  epiftle 
to  the  Romans,  the  principal  paflage,  ch.  ix.  5.  the  only 
texi  which  can  create  difficulty  to  an  Arian,  is  wanting. 
It  appears  therefore  extraordinary,  that  Knittel  flipuld 
make  ufe  of  this  argument '  as  a  proof  that  our  prefent 
verfion  is  really  the  Gothic  of  Ulphilas,  and  not  another 
ancient  Oerman  tranflatioa,  when  in  the  few  fragments 
that  remain^  there  is  hardly  a  paflage  where  an  opportu- 
nity for  corruption  could  have  taken  place. 

An  accou  nt  of  the  teftimonies  which  the  ancients  have 
given  of  the  Gothic  verfion,  nlay  be  feen  in  the  254^^ 
feftion  of  Knittel's  treatife;  I  fhall  therefore  onlyob- 
ferve  that  it  appears  from  the  Martyrology  of  Nicetas, 
preferved  by  Simeon  Metaphraftes%  that  the  verfion  was 
made  immediately  from  the  Greek,  It  is  neceflary  to 
make  this  obfervation,  becaufe  later  writers  have  doubt- 
ed, whether  it  was  not  taken  from  the  Latin;  But,  in- 
dependent of  this  evidence,  it  would  be  natural  to  con- 
clude that  a  native  Cappadocian,  who  was  Bilhop  of  a 
nation  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Conftantinople,  and  was 
ferit  ambaflador  to  the  Greek  emperor,  would  tranflate 
from  the  original  Greek,  with  which  he  was  much  bettet 
acquainted,  than  with  the  Latin  verfion* 

There  is  a  paflTage  of  importance  on  this  fubjed^ 
which  has  efcaped  the  notice  of  tlie  writers  mentioned  in 
the  beginning  of  this  fedlion.  It  is  found  in  very  bar- 
barous Latin,  at  the  end  of  a  manufcript  preferved  at 
Brefcia,  containing  the  old  Latin  verfion  of  the  four  Gof-» 
pels,  and  quoted  by  Blanchini  in  the  Prolegomena  to 
the  firft  vohime  of  his  Evangeliarium  quadruplex.  p.  8« 
fed  ut  dixi,  quse  ipfe  a  vero  propheta  fufcepta  vobis 
tradidi,  profequimini>  et  fi  minus  plense  adfertionis  effe 
videbuntur,,et  ideo  ne  in  interpretationibus  linguarum, 
fecundum  qu^e  in  interiora  libri  oftendtmtur,  kgenti 

videatui'- 

« 

•  Caret  Codex  Argentcus  omni  Arianotum  corruptione,  Furus  eft  ct 
hac  Ube  Carolinus  Codex  jaollcr.  ^  265, 
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videatur.  Alhid  in  Gneca  lingua,  aliud  in  Latina  vel 
Gothica,  defignata  effe  confcripta,  illud  advertat  quis, 
quod  fi  pro  difciplina  lingua  difcrepationem  oftendit, 
ad  unam  tamen  intentionem  concunrit.  Though  tl\is 
paflage  is  not  very  intelligible,  yet  fo  much  may  be  ga-j 
thered  from  it,  that  the  Gothic  verfion  was  known  in 
Italy,  and  that  a  diftinAion  was  made  between  it  and 
the  Latin  verfion.  It  is  explained  at  length  by  Semler 
in  his  eflay  on  the  Gothic  verfion  *,  who  confidered  it 
as  a  preface,  to  a  collation  pf  the  Gothic  text  with  the 
Greek  and  Latin. 


SECT,    XXXIL 


Of  the  fragments  that  have  been  hither k)  difcover^ed}  of  the^ 

Gothic  Bible, 

\X7 E  have  only  a  few  remains  of  this,  in  many  re-, 
fpefts,  important  verfion.  The  principal  of  thefa 
are  contained  in  the  famous  Codex  Argenteus,  which 
has  the  four  Gofpels,  though  not  without  confiderable^ 
chafms.  It  is  written  on  vellum,  and  has  received  the 
name  of  argenteus  from  its  filver  letters,  but  the  initials 
are  golden.  The  deep  impreflion  of  the  ftrokes  makes 
it  probable  that  the  letters  were  either  imprinted  with 
a  warm  iron,  or  cut  with  ^  graver  and  afterwards  co* 
loured^.  This  deep  impreflion  has  been  of  uf^  in  difco- 
vering  the  letters,  where  the  colour  is  faded.  Th^  al- 
phabet is  fuch  as  might  be  expeded  from  Ulphilas, 
perfeftly  fimilar  to  no  known  alphabet,  but  a  manifeft 
compofition  of  the  Greek  and  Latin.  When  this  book 
^as  hrft  difcovered,  it  w^s  bound  very  irregularly,  but 
Junius  reduced  it  to  the  order  in  which  it  is  fo.und  at 
prefent*  Some  of  the  zealous  advocates  for  this  manu- 
script have  maintained,  that  it  is  the  very  copy,  which 
Ulphilas  wrote  with  his  own  hand.  Now  it  is  not  only 
very  improbable,  that  the  only  copy  which  is  now  extant  - 
fcould  be  precifely  the  original,  but  Ihre  lias  difcovered 
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fcveral*  various  readings  in  tbe*  margiily  a  circumftance 
which  clearly  (hews  it  to  ^ave  been  written  at  a  time 
when  feveral  tranfcripts  had  been  already  made* 

We  have  no  knowledge  of  this  important  manufcript 
prior  to  the  difcovery  of  it  in  the  Abbey  of  Wetden  in 
Weftphalia,  whence  it  was  brought  to  Prague,  and  there 
fell  into  the  hands  of  the  Swedes,  who  fent  it  to  Sweden. 
After  lying  fome  time  in  the  library  of  Queen  Chriftina, 
it  fuddenly  difappeared,  without  any  one's  being  able  to 
2iccouQt  for  the  lofs,  and  was  again  brought  to  light  in 
the  Netherlands.  Some  have  fuppofed  that  Ifaac 
Vbflius  received  it  as  a  prefent  from  the  Queen,  others 
that  he  brought  it  away  by  ftealth,  but  Magnus  Gabriel 
de  la  Gardie  repurchafed  it  for  600  dollars,  and  pre- 
fented  it  to  the  Univerfity  of  Upfal,  Where  it  remains 
at  prefent. 

This  part  of  the  Gothic  verfion  has  been  four  times 

printed.    The  title  of  the  firft  edition  is  Quatuor  T. 

N.  Jefu  Chrifti  evangeliorum  verfiones  perantiqua^  duae, 

Gothica  fcilicet  et  Anglofexonica :  quarum  illam  ex 

celeberrimo  codice  argenteo  nunc  primum  deprompfit 

Franc.  Junius,  hanc  autem  ex  codicibiis  manufcriptis 

coUatis  emendatius  recudi  curavit  Thomas  MarefhaUus, 

Anglus,  cujus  etiam  obfervationes  iti  utramquie  verfi- 

onem  fubneftimtur.    Acceffit  et  GlolTarium  Gothicum, 

cui  praemittitur  alphabetum  Gothicum,  Ruriicum,  &c. 

opera  ejufdem  Fr,  Junii.  Dordrechti  1665.  This  edition 

is  printed  in  Gothic  letters,  or  fuch  as  are  found  in  the 

Codex  Argenteus,  and  was  reprinted  at  Amfterdam  in 

1684,    But  another  edition  was  printed  in  Latin  letters 

in  1 67 1  at  Stockholm,  accompanied  ivith  the  Iflandifli, 

the  Swedifh,  and  the  Latin  Vulgate. 

In  thefe  three  .editions,  of  which  the  two  latter  were 
taken  from  the  former,  were  many  inaccuracies  that 
arofe  from  the  difficulty  of  decyphering  the  letters,  many 
of  which  were  illegible  in  confequence  of  the  colours 
being  faded,  while  others  w^re  rendered  obfcure  by  the 
deep  impreffion  of  the  letters  in  the  front  of  the  leafv 
To  remove  thefe  diificylties,  a  critic  w^3  necelEiiy,  who 

with 
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with  very  good  eyes  united  both  a  knowledge  of  the  lan- 
guage, and  ieifure  and  iiiduftry  for  the  undertaking.  The 
Swedilh  Archbilhop  Benzel,  who  was  Head  Librarian  at 
tfpfal,  devoted  whole  years  to  the  ftudy  of  the  Code^C 
Argenteus,  but  after  having  taken  a  frelh  copy,  written 
a  Latin  tranflation,  and  prepared  the  whole  for  the  prefs, 
the  world  was  deprived  of  this  excellent  man,  who  died 
ia  1743  at  the  time  that  he  intended  to  publilh  his  new 
edition.  However  the  tafk  was  finiftied  by  Lye,  who 
prefixed  a  (hort  but  excellent  preface,  and  likewife  a 
Gothic  grammar,  as  appears  from  the  following  title, 
Sacrorum  evangeliorum  verfio  Gothica,  ex  codice  ar* 
genteo  emeiidata  atque  fuppkta,  cum  interpretatione 
latina  et  annotationibus  Erici  Benzelii,  non  ita  pridem 
archiepifcopi  Upfalienfis.  Edidit,  obfervationes  fuas 
adjecit,  et  grammaticam  Gothicam  pramifit  Edwardus 
Lye  A,  M.  Oxonii  e  typographeo  Clarendoniano,  1750. 
In  this  edition,  which  is  prmted  with  Gothic  letters,  the 
cnrors  of  the  preceding  arc  correAed,  and  many  of  the 
various  readings,  with  which  the  Gothic  verfion  furnilhe? 
the  Greek  Teftament,  are  remarked  in  the  notes. 

This  is  the  beft  edition  hitherto  publiftied,  but  it 
has  appeared,  from  a  later  and  ftill  more  accurate  ex-^ 
amination  of  the  original  manufcript,  that  many  errors 
ftill  remain  to  be  correfted.  The  learned  Ihre  publiflied 
in  1752  sLnd  17  <5,  two  fmall  effays  that  bear  the  title 
of  Ulphilas  illuftratus,  in  which  the  erroneous*  paflages 
of  all  fout  editions  are  correftly  printed  in  Latin  letters, 
accompanied  with  a  Latin  translation  and  notes.  Future 
critics,  tlierefore,  who  would  correct  the  miftakes  in 
the  various  readings  coUefted  from  the  Gothic  verfion 
by  Mill,  Bengel;  and  Wetftein,  and  fupply  what  they 
have  omitted,  muft  to  Lye's  edition  join  the  Ulphilas 
illuftratus  of  Ihre,  who  has  difcovered  not  lefs  than  56 
faults  in  the  Gofpels  only  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark* 
It  is  true,  that  many  have  no  influence  on  the  readings 
of  the  Greek  text :  yet  on  a  comparifon  of  the  extracts 
made  by  Wetftein  with  the  Ulphilas  illuftratus,  I  have 

corredled  the  following  paflages^  Luke  i.  29.  ii«  4. 
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v»  34.  vi,  12.  20.  vii.  6.  20.  40.  viti.  2.  24.  30.  37. 47. 
ix.  3.  38.  41.  50.  XV.  31.  xvii.  9.  36.  and  feveral  others. 
The  above  mentioned  works  of  lhre>  which  are  difficult 
to  be  procured  out  of  Sweden,  have  been  publiftied  by 
Biifching  in  X  773  under  the  following  title,  Johannis  ab 
Ihre  fcripta  verfionem  Ulphilanan;  et  Msefogothicam 
illuftrantia  ab  ipfo  auftore  einendata,aovifqueacceffio- 
pibus  aufta. 

.  In  the  year  1763  was  publiftied  another  fragment  of 
Ulphilas,  taken  from  the  Codex  Carolinus  in  the  li- 
brary of  Wolfenbiittel,  In  this  library  is  preferved  an 
ancient  manufcript,  written  in  the^  8**"  or  9^^  century, 
of  the  Origenes  Ilidori  Hifpalenfis,  a  part  of  which  i^ 
written  on  vellum,  on  which  part  jiad  be^n  written  the 
verlion  of  Ulphilas  in  Gothic,  charafters,.  accompanied 
with  an  old  JLatin  verfion  in  a  parallel  column.  ThrQugh 
ignorance  of  its  v^flue,  the  vellum  leaves  had  been  graT 
dually  torn  out  to  ferve  for  coverings  to  other  books, 
but  it  wa3  fortunately  difcpvered  by  Knittel  before  the 
whole  was  deftroyed,  who  with  yery  great  difficulty  de- 
cyphered  the  Gothic  and  the  Latin,  which  he  publiftied 
^ith  very  learned  notes  and  eflays  under  the  following 
title,  Ulphilas  verfionern  pothicam  nonnullorum  capi-^ 

tum  epiftol^e  Pauli  ad'  Romanes ex  litu'-a  codicis 

^ujufdam  manufcripti  refcripti,  qui  in  Ayguflia  apud 
Guelpherbytanos  bibliotheca  adfervatur^yna  cum  yariis 
variae  literaturse  qionumentis  hucufque  inecii^is,  emit, 
commentatus  eft,  datque  foras  Franc.  Anton.  Knittel. 
It  contains  only  the  few  following  paftages,  Rom.  xi. 
33 — 3^'  ^ii-  ^^r^i*  17— ^?-  xiii.  i' — 5,  xiv.  9 — 20.  xv. 
3 — 13  •  y^t  he  has  coUefted  from  them  39  various 
readings  to  the  Greek  teftament,  of  which  oi^e  third 
however  may  be  referred  rather  to  the  idiom  of  the 
Gothic  dialeft,  than  to  a  yariatioq  in  the  text  of  the 
Greek  nia^yfcript  from  wh^ch  the  verfioi^  was  made. 
The  Latin  tr^nflation,  which  occupies  the  firft  column, 
appears  to  h^ye  been  made  in  the  fixth  century  in  Italy, 
a  circ^mftanc^  which  will  reqiiad  the  reader  of  an  ob- 
fervation  which  J  made  above,  refpefting  th^  ufe  of  the 
l^othic  Y?^fi<^u  in  that  C9untry,    ' 

Qf 
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Of  this  fragment  Ihre  publifhed  a  new  and  very  im- 
portant edition  that  bears  the  following  title,  Fragmenta 
verfionis  Ulphilana*  continentia  particulas  aliquot  epifto- 
Iffi  ad  Romanos  haud'  pridem  ex  codice  refcripto  biblio- 
thecse  Guelpherbytan^e  a  Franc.  Ant.  Knittel  edita^  nunc 
cum  aliquot  annotationibus  typis  reddita  a  Johanne 
Ihre.  Accedunt  dua?  differtationes  ad  philologianx 
MiEfogothicam  fpedantes.  Upfalias  1763.  This  pub- 
lication-fhould  be  in  the  hands  of  every  critig,  who  would 
build  on  a  folid  foundation. 
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Of  the  language  of  this  verjion^  and  whether  it  fhould  Bb 

called  Gothic  or  Frankijh. 

T  If  AYE  taken  for  granted  in  the  two  laft  fedtions,  that 
the  verfion  publllhed  under  the  name  of  the  Gothic, 
is  really  fuch,  and  to  be  attributed  to  Ulphilas,  though 
it  is  a  lubjed;  on  which  the  learned  have  been  much  di* 
vided.  It  muft  however  be  rernarked,  that  thofe  who 
have  been  moil  eminently  diftinguilhed  for  Gothic  li- 
terature, and  have  devoted  the  greateft  attention  to  the 
Codex  Argenteus,  as  Mar|hall,  Junius,  Wachter*,  Ben- 
^el,  Lye,  Ihre  ■,  and  Knittel,  are  unanimoufly  of  opinioix 
that  the  verfion  is  Gothic.  On  the  other  hand,  there 
have  not  l?een  wanting  men  of  profound  learning,  who 
have  fuppofed  it  to  have  been  written  within  the  limits  of 
Germany,  and  have  taken  it  in  particular  for  a  Frankifh 
verfion :  bijt  we  mull  allow,  that  thefe  have  been  in  ge- 
neral more  diftinguifhed  for  their  knowledge  of  other 
languages  than  the  Gothic,  and  that  they  have  not  im* 
inediately  applied  to  the  ftudy  of  the  Codex  Argenteus, 
with  the  fame  ifiduftry^  as  thofe  vyhorn  I  liave  rnen-* 
tioned  above. 

It 

}  la  the  Mifcellanea  Berolinenfia.  Contin.  I.  p.  40-^47. 

\  fnhjs  J^iffcrtatio  de  lipgu^  Co^ifi?  Argeat^i,  pubjiflicd  in  1754. 
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It  i^  faid  that  Hjckes  was  the  firft  who  dopbted  whe- 
ther the  Codex  Argenteus  were  Gothic.  Arnas  Magnasua 
in  a  letter  to  Baflewitz,  publiflied  in  Lye's  preface,  p.  7. 
has  likewife  expreffed  fome  doubts  on  this  fubjeA :  but 
in  lad  his  opinion  amounts  only  to  this,  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Codex  Argenteus  more  nearly  refemblcs 
the  German  than  the  Swedi(h,  and  therefore  that  it  was 
more  probably  written  by  fome  German  tribe,  than  by 
^  race  of  Goths  that  might  have  come  from  Sweden. 
La  Croze  in  the  above-mentioned  letter  to  Chamber- 
layne  goes  ftill  further,  and  maintains  it  to  be  a  Frankifh 
vcrfion,  which  he  fupports  with  fp  many  fpccious  argu- 
ments, that  many  of  the  learned,  among  others  Bayer*, 
have  fubfcribed  to  this  opinion.  Wetftein  in  his  Pro- 
legomena exprefles  the  fame  fentiments,  and  Moflieim 
thought  to  have  difcovereda  new  argument  in  its  favour 
^hich  he  communicated  to  me  in  converfation,  and  in- 
tended to  have  delivered  at  large  in  the  Relationes  de 
libris  novis,  in  reviewing  Lye*s  edition  of  Ulphilas.  But 
as, that  recenfion  never  took  place,  I  will  quote  the  argu- 
ment in  a  following  fe&ion,  that  it  may  not  be  loft  to  the 
world,  though  I  am  at  prefent  perfuaded,  that  the  whole 
opinion  is  ungrounded. 

A  decifion  m  this  controverfy  is  the  more  difficult,  as 
befide  the  fragments,  which  are  the  fubjeft  of  difpute, 
no  books  are  extant  that  were  written  in  the  language 
of  thofe  Goths,  who  wandered  from  the  banks  of  the 
Boryfthenes  to  Italy  and  Spain,  And  what  has  greatly 
contributed  to  perplex  the  arguments  is  the  commonly 
received  opinion,  that  this  nation  was  an  offspring  of  the 
Goths  of  Scandinavia,  whence  a  too  great  fimilarity  has 
been  expeded  between  their  language,  and  thofe  which 
are  fpoken  in  Sweden,  Denmark,  Norway,  and  Iceland. 
In  faft  the  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  occupies  a 
middle  rank  between  thofe  and  the  German,  and  ap- 
proaches the  neareft  to  the  coarfe  dialedt  which  is  fpoken 
by  pur  peasants  in  Thuringen.  But  as  the  Northern 
languages  in  general  have  an  uniformity  of  charafter, 

the 

^  Tbefaums^iftolicus  LaCroziajaus,  Tom.  I.  p.  49.  Tom^tL  p.  %%u 
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the  learned  have  decided  in  favour  of  a  Gothic  or 
Frankiih  i^erfion,  as  they  happened  to  difcover  in  the 
Codex  Argentens  a  refemblance  to  the  Scandinavian, 
or  the  prefent  German  *. 

Ms^nsus,  who  determined  in  favour  of  the  latter,  has 
been  refuted  in  fcveral  inftances  by  Benzel,  but  in  many 
others,  as  &r  as  I  am  able  to  judge,  he  was  not  miftaken. 
The  Codex  Argenteus,  as  he  obferves,  has  an  article  like 
the  German,  whereas  the  Scandinavian  languages  ex- 
prcfs  it  by  a  termination**    This  appears  to  be  a  folid 
argument,  notwithftanding  it  is  fuppofed  by  Benzel 
that  the  German  had  formerly  no  article,  and  that  they 
borrowed  it  from  the  Greeks,  though  their  article  is  very 
unlike  the  German,  and  that  of  the  Codex  Argenteus. 
Another  proof,  which  is  given  by  Magnaeus,  is  the  for- 
mation of  the  participle,  and  of  feveral  fubftantives  by 
prefixing  the  fyllable  ga^  exaftly  in  the  fame  manner  as 
the  Germans  prefix  ge.   But  on  the  other  hand  the  par- 
ticiple is  frequently  formed  in  the  Codex  Argenteus 
without  any  prefix,  and  in  tbofe  cafes  it  refembles  the 
Scandinavian'.    To  the  arguments  of  Magnasus  I  will 
add  the  following,  that  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  infini- 
tives are  frequently  formed  by  prefixing  ga,  as  ealaikan, 
gatairan,  which  correfponds  to  the  Thuringian  idiom,  in 
which  the  peafants  for  weichen,  fay  gewicha,  or  gewichen, 
and  in  Otfried  gilefin  is  ufed  for  lefen*.     But  I  will  ra- 
ther leave  this  enquiry  to  thofe  who  have  made  a  parti- 
cular ftudy  of  the  ancient  German,  and  will  only  add, 
that  many  words  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  arc  ufed  in 
Sweden  and  Denmark,  but  not  in  Germany^. 

Yet  after  all,  if  the  greateft  affinity  fubfifted  between 
the  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  and  that  of  the 
Germans,  it  would  afford  no  argument  that  Ulphilas 
was  not  the  author.  For  who  will  undertake  to  prove 
that  the  Goths  of  the  Boryflhenes  fpake  the  fams 
language  as  the  Goths  of  Sweden,  or  even  that  their 
dialed  approached  nearer  to  it,  than  to  the  language  of 
the  ancient  Gernians  ?  No  reafon  can  be  aifigned  for 
foppefing  them  tQ  be  a  tribe,  which  Came  from  the  north 

o( 
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of  the  Baltic :  their  original  habitation  was  the  northern 
"boundary  of  the  Euxine,  and  being  either  dommon  an- 
ceftors  or  brethren  of  the  Germans  and  Swedes,  their 
language  muft  have  a  refemblance  to  that  of  both 
nations,  and  might  poffibly  be  more  fimilar  to  the  for- 
mer. High  German,  Frankilh,  Low  Saxon,  Anglo* 
faxpn,  Swedilh,  Danifti,  Iflandifh,  are  only  dialeds  of 
the  fame  ancient  language,  which  in  the  courfe  of  ages 
have  gradually  deviated  from  each  other.  The  higher 
we  afcend,  the  greater  is  their  refemblance,  and  as  the 
language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  occupies  as  it  were  a 
middle  rank,  it  affords  a  very  ftrong  prcfumption  of  its 
being  that  of  the  Goths  of  Masfia,  and  written  in  an  age 
before  the  tree  had  fpread  itfelf  into  fo  many  branches^ 
§ee  Ihie  de  lingua  cod.  arg.  left.  2i. 
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Arguments  by  iJDhich  the  Codex  Argent^Sy  and  CaroUnuf 

are  frove4  to  be  Qqtbic. 

A  s  befide  thefe  manufcripts  no  ancient  fragments  are 
•""  extant,  either  of  the  Gothic  or  the  Frankifh  dia- 
led, with  which  they  might  be  compared,  the  decifiou 
of  this  queftion  would  be  attended  with  great  diffitulty, 
had  not  the  diligence  and  penetration  of  feveral  learned 
critics,  efpecially  Wachter,  Ihre,  and  Knittel,  without 
the  aid  of  other  ancient  ivritings  in  thofe  dialedis,  difco-^. 
vered  arguments,  which  determine  in  favour  of  the  for- 
mer. It  is  true,  that  not  all  are  perfe<5tly  convincing, 
and  Knittel  in  particular  has  produced  th^m  in  fuch, 
numbers,  that  many  are  unavoidably  weak,  and  diminiih 
the  force  of  evidence,  which  he  intended  to  augment, 
But  the  following,  which  I  have  feleded  from  the  reft 
feem  very  fatisfaftory.,  and  I  Ihall  be  the  lefs  accufed  of 
partiality  on  this  fubje(5t,  as  I  formerly  maintained  an 
oppofite  opinion.  At  the  end  of  each  argument  I  wijl 
refer  to  the  author  from  which  it  is  taken, 

I-  It 
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I.  It  is  certain  from  the  teftimony  of  the  ancients 
that  a  Gothic  verfion  adlually  exiftcd,  whereas  not  only 
ho  accounts  are  on  record  of  the  exiftence  of  an  anciertt 
verfion  in  Germany,  (I  mean  in  profe,  for  a  metrical 
Verfion  has  no  reference  to  this  queftion)  but  it  appears 
from  the  expreffions  which  are  ufed  by  Otfried,  that  no 
one  in  this  country  had  attempted  to  trajiflatc  the  Bible 
before  his  time.  Confequently,  it  is  more  rational  to 
fuppofe,  that  an  ancient  verfion  compofed  in  a  dialeft 
of  the  German  language,  taken  in  its  moft  extenfive 
fenfe,  is  Gothic,  and  not  Frankifli,  or  German  taken  lA 
the  more  confined  fenfe  of  the  word.  Ihre,  §  3.  Knittel, 
§281. 

2;  We  have  likewife  hiftorical  Evidence  that  Ulphila^ 
invented  an  alphabet  for  the  Goths,  which  he  ufed  in 
his  verfion  of  the  Bible.  When  we  find  therefore  an 
ancient  German  verfion  written  in  peculiar  characters, 
one  half  of  which  is  from  the  Greek,  the  other  from  the 
Latin,  it  is  natural  to  afcribe  it  to  the  Goths  who  lived 
on  the  borders  of  the  Danube.  For  in  Wallachia,  where 
they  at  that  time  refided,  the  Latin  was  fpoken,  and 
their  neareft  neighbours  were  the  Greeks.  A  mixed  al- 
phabet therefore,  as  found  in  the  Codex  Argenteus,  is 
fuch  as  might  be  reafonably  expeded  :  whereas  it  is  in- 
conceivable that  an  alphabet  introduced  into  Germany 
ftiould  have  been  half  Greek,  and  incredible,  had  it  ever 
been  ufed  in  this  country,  that  no  trace  of  it  (hould  be 
remaining,  and  that  our  moft  ancient  records  (hould  be 
entirely  different  from  a  fet  of  charafters,  that  were  ufed 
in  a  verfion  of  the  Bible.  Knittel,  §  258 — 262,  but  he 
feems  to  have  weakened  this  argument  by  carr}''ing  it 
too  fan 

3.  The  language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  diftin- 
guiflied  from  that  fpoken  in  Germany  by  a  great  variety 
of  words,  of  which  no  trace  can  be  difcovered,  even 
among  the  radicals  of  our  language,  and  in  our  mofl: 
ancient  records. '  (Wachter,  p.  45, 46.)  This  circum- 
ftance  affords  no  prefumption  that  the  language  of  the  - 
Codex  Argenteus  was  current  in  Germany  fince  the  ages 

of 
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of  Chriftianity,  but  it  is  well  adapted  to  Ihe  Goths  of 
Moefia  who  had  their  peculiar  expreffions,  which  never 
found  their  way  into  this  country,  and  adopted  others 
from  the  nations  with  which  they  were  llirrounded. 
The  auxiliary  verb,  *  to  have,*  which  is  ufual  in  every 
dialed  of  Germany,  and  in  every  language  that  is  de- 
rived from  the  German,  is  unknown  in  the  Codex  Ar- 
genteus  \  which  again  makes  ufe  of  a  dual,  which  was 
never  known  in  the  German;  for  had  it  ever  exifted,  it 
is  impofTible  t^iat  all  remembrance  of  it  fhould  have 
been  totally  loft". 

Still  lower  is  the  probability  that  the  Codex  Argen- 
teus  wa3  a  Frankiflii  verfion  in  particular,  becaufe  it 
differs  more  from'  the  old  Frankilh  dialed,  than  from 
thole  ufed  in  other  parts  of  Germany.  Ihre,  §  xi. 
Knittel,  §  284.  where  the  comparifon  is  made  with  the 
greateft  diligence  and  accuracy. 

4.  Some  of  the  words  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  that 
fail  in  the  German  and  all  the  languages  of  the  North, 
are  ftill  ufed  in  the  leffer  Tartary^  the  ancient  feat  of  the 
Goths;  for  inftance,  fwiltan*  *  to  die,*  from  fwalt 
*  death,*  a  word  quoted  by  Bufbeck  from  the  language 
of  the  Crim  Tartars '.  (Wachter,  p.  43.)  Knittel,  §  240* 
has  augmented  the  catalogue  of  thefe  words  fo  as  to  in* 
jure  the  caufe  which  he  intended  to  fupport,  for  he  has 
produced  feveral  that  are  iikewife  German,  and  furnifli 
therefore  no  argximent  that  the  Codex  Argenteus  was 
not  written  in  Germany. 

5.  In  the  Codex  Argenteus  many  words  are  adopted 
immediately  from  the  Greek.  Here  I  underftand  not 
fuch  as  have  been  common  to  the  German  and  the  Greek 
from  the  earlieft  ages  of  antiquity,  and  (hew  either  an 
original  relation,  or  original  connection  between  the  two 
nations,  but  fuch  Greek  words,  as  are  found  in  no  other 
GeriP.an  dialeft,  than  that  of  the  Codex  Argenteus,  and 
hi^ve  been  transferred  from  the  Greek  after  the  complete 
formation  of  both  languages:  for  inftance,  Atta,  father, 
4JtTTc».  Ams,  the  (houlder,  «/*©?,  where  even  the  s  is  re* 
tained  from  the  Greek  termination.  Spyreidans,  baikets, 
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cTVf *J«ff,  Rhatizo,  eafier,  p^^io^.  Maizo,  greater,  ]^i^«r. 
Afstaflais  [ctTrocoMnw)  bokos,  .bill  of  divorce.  This  be* 
trays  not  a  dialed  that  was  ufed  in  Germany  or  in  the 
North,  but  that  of  a  nation,  that  lived  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  the  Greeks.  Even  the  mode  of  expreffing  the 
found  of  ng  in  the  Codex  Argcnteus  is  purely  Greek, 
and  neirer  ufed  in  Germany,  where  the  Latin  orthography 
has  been  received,  for  Finger  is  written  in  that  manu- 
fcript  Figgr,  as  the  Greeks  would  have  expreffed  it  by  a 
double  gamnla.    Wachter,  p.  41 ,  42 . 

6.  The  Cod.  Argent,  has  Slavonian  words,,  fuch  a» 
Fan,  a  mafter,  which  have  never  been  adopted  in  Ger- 
many, and  prove  it  to  have  been  written  in  the  dialedk 
of  a  nation  that  bordered  on  Sarmatia»  not  in  that  of 
the  Franks.     Wachter,  p.  43. 

The  fame  may  be  faid  of  many  Latin  words,     h  is 
true  that  the  Germans,  among  whom  the  Franks' are  in- 
cluded^  have  borrowed  many  words  fror^  the  Latin, 
but  thefe  are  confined  to  the  language  of  religion,  li- 
terature, arts,  and  fciences,  which  our  aHiceftors  had 
learnt  from  the  Romans.    The  Cod.  Argent,  on  the 
contrary,  has  many  Latin  expreffions  of  common  life 
that  were  never  heard  between  the  Rhine  and  the  Oder^ 
fuch  as  Anacumbjan,  to  fit  at  table,  accumbere.    Mi- 
litondans,  foldiers,  militantes*.     Wachter^  p.  44.  5J, 
Hire,  §  12,  13.     To  which  perhaps  aqha,  water^  might 
be  added#  which  is  found  Luke  vi.  49.  in  the  margin  : 
but  Ihre  in  his  Gloflarium  Ulphilanum,  p.  36.  holds  it 
to  be  pure  and  ancient  Gothic*. 

This  argument  is  the  more  decifive,  when  we  con  fid  er 
that  the  Goths  in  the  time  of  Ulphilas  lived  in  Walia- 
thia,  a  country  in  which  Roman  colonies  had  been  plant- 
ed, and  where  a  corrupt  Latin  is  fpoken  at  this  very  day. 
To  this  may  be  added  a  circuniftance  hitherto  unno- 
ticed, that  in  Conftantini  Forphyrogenneti  ceremonialis 
aulae  Byzantinae,  Vol.  L  p.  222—225.  ^^  produced  a 
number  of  words  which  are  there  called  Gothic,  and  faid 
to  be  ufed  within  the  dominions  of  the  Greek  emperor ^ 
la  the  lift  of  thefe  Gothic  words  is  a  confiderable  num- 
ber 
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ber  that  are  realfy  Latin,  which  have  gradually  fup*- 
planted  the  Gothic,  and  produced  the  prefent  Walla* 
chian.  See  the  Relationes  de  libris  novis,  F.  IV.  p.  405 
— 408.  where\  Gefner  has  explained  the  Latin  words 
which  in  the  Caer.  3yz.  are  termed  Gothic^. 

8.  Several  words,  which  ancient  writers  have. quoted 
as  Gothic,  but  "which  are  unknown  in  the  German,  have 
been  difcovered  by  Knittel,  in  the  Codex  Argenteus, 
and  Carolinusi  The  reader  will  find  them,  §  242- — 252. 
but  not  to  weaken  the  force  of  the  argument,  he  fhould 
pafs  over  thofe  which  are  found  in  other  dialefts  of  the 
German,  fuch  as  Bold,  audax.  ^ 

9.  Lye,  in  the  35***  page  ojf  his  preface,  has  produced 
an  argument  that  is  entirely  new..     He  found  4n  the  In- 
fcriptiones  antiquse  of  J.  Baptifta  Donius,  publifhed  by 
Gorius  at  Florence,  in  1731,  p.  496.  the  copy  of  an 
ancient  conveyance  of  an  eflate  written  in  bad  Latin, 
and  preferved  at  Arezzo,  to  which  the  original  pro- 
prietor, who  ftyles  himfelf  Giidilubus,  had  fiibjoined 
a  claufe  written  in  the  fame  language  and  in  the  fame 
charafters,  as  the  Codex  Argenteus.     Now  the  Goths 
are  the  only  German  tribe,  that  ever  fettled  in  this  part 
of  Italy,  wlience  he  concludes  (and  he  is  followed  in 
this  opinion   by  Ihre,   §  16.)  that  this  language  and 
thefe  characters  are  Gothic.     For  though  the  Franks 
made  incurfions  into  Italy,   it  was  only  in  detached 
campaigns,  and  they  were  never  in  pofTeflion  of  landed 
property,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  warrant  a  conjefture 
that  an  ancient  deed  of  conveyance,  written  in  a  dialed 
of  the  German,   is  Frankifli.      Of  this   fubfcription, 
which  is  the  only  reixinant  of  a  German  dialedt  that  is 
fimilar  both  in  language  and  letters  to  the  Codex  Ai"- 
genteus,  and  Carolinus,  Rnittel  has  treated  at  large, 
§  219 — 224.     Were  it  pofiible  to  difcover  more  docu- 
ments of  this  nature,  which  Lye  fiippofes  might 'be 
found  in  the  libraries  of  Turin,  the  controverfy  might 
be  determined  with  flill  greater  certainty^ 
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SECT.     XXXV. 

Confutation  of  the  arguments  alleged  to  prove^  that  the  Codex 

Argenteus  is  not  Gothic. 

Twill  now  produce  the  arguments,  which  induced 
^  La  Croze  to  believe  the  Codex  Ai^enteus  a  Frankifti^ 
and  not  a  Gothic  verfion,  and  fubjoin  to  each  a  confu- 
tation. They  were  anfwered  indeed  by  Wilkins,  though 
in  a  very  unfatisfaftory  manner,  in  the  preface  to  Cham- 
berlayne*s  Oratio  dominica  polyglotta,  but  Ihre  and 
Knittei  have  treated  this  fubjedt  with  great  perfpicuity. 
The  anfwer  given  by  Laurent iusArnell  I  have  never  feen. 

I.  '  The  Codex  Ai^enteus  was  difcovered  in  the  ab* 
bey  of  Werden,  in  the  County  of  Mark,  in  Weftphalia, 
a  country  never  inhabited  by  the  Goths.  Hence  the 
place,  at  leaft,  where  it  was  found,  affords  no  prefump- 
tion  that  the  verfion  is  Gothic,  but  is  rather  in  favour 
of  a  Frankifli  verfion,  becaufe  the  county  of  Mark  was 
a  part  of  the  moft  ancient  kingdom  of  the  Franks.' 

It  is  confiftent  with  juftice  to  explain  this  argument, 
not  as  a  proof  that  the  Codex  Argenteus  cannot  be  Go- 
thic, for  La  Cro:^e  meant  only  to  aflert,  that  we  cannot 
immediately  infer  from  the  place  of  its  difcovery,  tliat 
the  verfion  is  Gothic,  till  other  tokens  of  evidence  are 
found  in  its  favour :  and  fince  thefe  tokens  of  evidence 
have  been  aftually  found,  the  argument  of  La  Croze  of 
courfe  ceafes  to  be  any  objection.  In  fadt  no  conclu- 
fion  what  foe  ver  can  be  drawn  from  the  place,  where  a 
manufcript  is  difcovered,  to  the  language  in  which  it 
is  written;  for  even  Oriental  produdlions  lie  buried  in 
the  libraries  of  Europe.  But  fince  the  difcovery  of  the 
Codex  Carolinus,  which  appears  to  have  been  written 
in  Italy,  and  of  the  ancient  conveyance  at  Arezzo,  the 
fubfcription  of  which,  as  .well  as  the  Codex  Carolinus, 
is  .written  in  the  fame  language  and  the  fame  letters  as 
the  Codex  Argenteus ;  the  argument  of  La  Croze,  if  it 
proves  any  thing,  proves  rather  the  .contrary  of  what  he 
xitended. 

Vol.  IL  K  Wachtef 
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Wafchtcr  has  accounted  in  a  vcij  probable  manner  for 
the  appearance  of  the  Gothic  Golpels,  and  efpccially  fo 
magnificent  a  copy  as  the  Codex  Argenteus,  in  the 
county  of  Mark.  He  is  of  opinion  that  Clodovaeus, 
or  Childebert,  after  a  vi6tory  over  the  Goths,  found  it 
among  other  fpoils,  and  brought  it  into  the  country  of 
the  Franks,  and  quotes  for  that  purpofe  feveral  paflages 
from  Gregory  of  Tours',  one  of  which  is  fo  remarkable, 
that  it  deferVed  to  be  trarifcribed,  Childebertus  inter 
Feliquos  thefauros  minifleria  ecclefiarum  pretiofifiima 
detulit.  Nam  lx  calices,  xv  patinas,  xx  Evange- 
liorum  capfas  detulit,  omnia  ex  auro  puro,  ac  gemmis 
pretiolis  ornata.  Sed  non  efl  paiTus  ea  confringi,  cunda 
enim  ecclefiis  et  bafilicis  fandtorum  difpenfavit,  ac 
tradidit  in  mmifterium. 

2.  *  The  letters  of  the  Codex  Argenteus  are  very  like 
the  charadkers  of  the  ancient  Franks,  as  given  in  the 
laft  edition  of  Mabillon's  Ars  Diplomatica,  Lib.  V. 
p.  347.  it  is  therefore  probably  a  Frankifh  verfion.' 

This  argument  would  have  more  weight,  if  the  re- 
femblance  were  found  in  all  the  letters ;  but  the  Codex 
Argenteus  has  its  own  peculiar  alphabet  diftinft  from 
the  Frankifh,  and  no  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the 
firpilarity  of  certain  letters,  for  both  Goths  and  Franks 
borrowed  their  letters  from  other  nations  ;  thofe  which 
they  had  in  common  from  the  Latin  mufl  of  courfe  be 
alike,  and  this  likenefs  might  be  afterwards  increafed  by 
the  refidence  of  the  Goths  in  Italy.  Ihre,  §  7.  Knittel, 
§  271,  272.  But  the  beftanfwer  to  this  argument  is  a 
comparifon  of  the  two  alphabets. 

3.  *  Ulphilas  lived  in  Wallachia,  and  had  continual 
intercourfe  with  the  Greeks :  it  is  therefore  probable 
that  he  wrote  the  Gothic  not  in  Latin,  but  in  Greek 
letters.  Yet  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  we  find  the  Latin 
letters  F.  G.  H.  R.  S.  O.  Q.  and  the  fmaJl  letter  d, 
with  orUy  a  bend  of  one  of  the  fl-rokes.  The  Codex 
Argenteus  therefore  is  not  Gothic' 

I  confidered  this  argument  as  very  fuperficial,  even 

when 

*  Lib.  in.  cap.  10. 
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when  I  fupported  the  opinion  of  La  Croze  in  general. 
For  Italian  colonies  had  been  planted  in  Wallachia ;  the 
name  itfelf  is  derived  from  Welfli,  a  name  which  we 
ftill  give  .to  the  Italians,  and  the  modern  Wallachian  is 
derived  from  the  Latin.  Ulphilas  therefore  had  it  in 
his  power  at  leaft  to  make  ufe  of  Latin  letters.  See  the 
remarks  in  the  preceding  feffcion^  on  the  intermixture 
of  the  Latin  and  the  Gothic^  ' 

4.  '  We  are  informed  by  Gregory  of  Tours*  that  Chil- 
peric,  king  of  the  Franks,  who  reigned  from  the  year 
564  to  587,  introduced  four  letters,  w,  ^,  2,  A,  which 
were  to  exprefs  the  founds  of  a  long  O,  Ae,  The,  and 
Uui.  La  Croze  is  of  opinion  that  the  alphabet  into 
which  they  were  introduced  was  the  Frankifli,  and  that 
three  of  them  are  to  be  found  in  the  Codex  Argenteus. 
On  this  relation  therefore,  though  the  text  of  Gregory 
muft  previoufly  fubmit  to  alterations,  he  grounds  the 
pofition  that  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  written  with  the 
alphabet  of  Chilperic,  confequently  Frankifh,  and  com- 
pofed  in  the  fixth  century/ 

•  This  very  bold  argument  had  formerly  the  greateft 
influence  in  inducing  me  to  fide  with  La  Croze ;  but 
after  more  mature  deliberation,  having  reflefted  that  it 
has  no  other  foundation  than  conjedtural  amendments  of 
Gregory^s  text,  and  having  read  the  anfwers  which  have 
been  given  to  it  by  Ihre  (§  7,  8,  9,  10.)  and  Knittel 
(§  2^78 — 280.)  I  revoke  my  former  opinion.  La  Croze 
himlelf  confefles  that  no  trace  of  «is  vifible  in  the  Codex 
Argenteus,  which  alone  Ihews  it  to  have  been  not  writ- 
ten with  the  alphabet  of  Chilperic :  yet  the  critical, 
though  arbitrary  alterations,  which  he  has  made  in  Gre- 
gory's text,  feem  to  prefuppofe  the  ufe  of  that  alphabet 
in  the  Qodex  Argenteus,  and  that  the  paflage  alleged 
in  proof  may  be  beft  explained  from  that  manufcript. 
h  the  Codex  Argenteus  Ae  is  never  expreffed  by  *",  The 
by  2,  or  Uui  by  A  (a  letter  not  found  in  the  Codex  Ar- 
genteus) :  it  was  therefore  needlefs  for  La  Croze  to  ven- 
ture critical  conjeftures,  to  prove  that  Chilperic  had 
9rdcred  thefe  innovations  to  be  made.     Were  his  con- 

K  2  jeftures 
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jcfturcs  expofed  not  to  the  charge  of  improbability,  yet 
%  paflage  relating  to  four  letters  could  hardly  be  ad- 
mitted as  a  proof,  when,  in  order  to  make  it  lucb,  we 
mufl.  have  recourfe  to  two  alterations,  and  to  two  ex- 
ceptions. Ihre  has  not  only  pointed  out  the  improba- 
bility, but  jhcwn  with  very  convincing  arguments  that 
Gregory  of  TourS  alluded  not  to  the  Frankifti,  but  the 
Latin  alphabet. 

5.  The  following  is  an  argument  of  the  late  Moflieim. 
^  In  Conftantini  Porphyrogenneti  cserimon.  Byz.  Tom. 
I.  p.  222 — 225.  are  two  catalogues  of  Gothic  words,  that 
were  ufual  in  his  time,  but  have  no  refemblance  to  the 
language  of  the  Codex  Argenteus.  This  verfion  there- 
fore is  not  Gothic/ 

.  To  form  a  proper  judgement  of  this  argument,  the 
reader  fhould  refer  to  the  Relationes  de  libris  novis, 
Fafc.  IV.  p.  405 — 408.  where  the  two  catalogues  are 
printed  with  Gefner*s  Remarks.  The  greateft  number, 
efpecially  in  the  firft  catalogue,  of  words  that  are  called 
Gothic,  are  in  reality  corrupt  Latin ;  for  inftance  (Sovat 
(bonae)  for  x»Xaii  yo^vii^rEg  for  xaigoym.  Neither  of  thefe 
catalogues  therefore  is  to  be  confidered  as  a  lift  of  fuch 
words  as  the  Goths  had  brought  from  their  original  ha- 
bitation, the  country  to  the  north  of  the  Euxine ;  but 
fuch  as  were  vufual  in  Wallachia  in  the  tenth  century, 
and  were  called  Gothic,  becaufe  the  Goths  had  once 
inhabited  that  country,  and  many  of  the  inhabitants  were 
ftill  defcended  from  Gothic  anceftdrs.  And  we  are  not 
warranted  to  conclude,  becaufe  the  language  of  Wal- 
lachia is  a  corruption  of  the  Latin,  and  was  known  to 
the  Greeks  of  the  tenth  century  under  the  name  of  the 
Gothic,  that  the  ancient  inhabitants  of  the  northern 
boundary  of  the  Euxine,  who  in  the  fourth  century  were 
inpoffejffion  of  Wallachia,  made  ufe  of  a  dialed  that  had 
no  refemblance  to  the  German.  A  part  of  thefe  pre- 
tended Gothic  words,  efpecially  in  the  fecond  catalogue, 
has  a  great  affinity  to  the  Hebrew,  as  <r«Si*,  feat  thyfelf, 
Heb.  natt;.  But  as  no  one  fuppofes  that  the  Goths 
ever  fpoke  Hebrew,  they  muft  be  either  mift^es,  or 

they 


SECT.  XXXVI.      Ancient  Verjiom  of  the  N.  T.  149 

they  were  taken  from  the  jaigon  of  the  Wallachian  Jews. 
Laftly,  we  find  feveral  words  that  have  no  refemblance. 
to  any  known  language,  and  are  probably  become  unin- 
telligible through  miftakes  of  the  tranfcnbers  :  but  they 
are  as  little  entitled  to  the  name  of  Gothic,  as  the  reft 
of  the  catalogue,  which,  if  it  proved  any  thing,  would 
prove  too  much  ;  for  the  names  of  the  Gothic  heroes 
alone  (hew  the  affiqity  of  their  language  to  the  German, 
to  which  the  words  recorded  by  Porphyrogennetus  have 
not  the  fmalleft  refemblance. 


SECT.      XXXVL 

IVkether  the  Gothic  verjion  of  Ulphilas  was  taken  from  the 

Greek  or  from  the  Latin. 

T  T  appears  from  the  two  preceding  feftions,  that  the 
■■'  veriion  contained  in  the  Codex  Argenteus  is  undoubt* 
edly  Gothic,  and  there  remains  therefore  only  one  quef* 
tion  to  be  decided,  whether  Ulphilas  tranflated  from  the 
Greek  original,  or  a  Latin  verfion.  The  internal  evi- 
dence alone  is  infufficient  to  determine,  for  after  a  com- 
parifon  of  the  Gothic  text  both  with  the  Greek  and  with 
the  Latin,  we  have  as  much  reafon  to  decide  in  favour 
of  the  one,  as  of  the  other,  Bengel,  who  believed  it  to 
have  been  taken  from  the  Greek,  was  ftill  obliged  to 
admit  that  it  contained  many  traces  of  the  Latin:  Wet- 
ftein,his  violent  and  even  ill4)red  antagonift,  maintained 
at  firft  -a  contrary  opinion,  but  in  his  Prolegomena  to 
the  Greek  Teftament  he  fubfcribed  to  the  fentiments  of 
Bengel.  See  Bengel's  introduftio  in  crifin  N.T.  §  xxxii^ 
Obf.  XX.  Conf.  iii.  (p.  408.  of  the  firft  edition,  p.  43, 
44.  of  the  fecond)  Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  p,  114 — ^ 
116,  and  Benzel,  p.  6,  7.  ' 

That  method  which  is  ufually  tae  fafeft  in  queftions 
of  this  nature,  an  immediate  comparifon  of  th^  verfion 
with  that  original  from  which  it  is  fuppofed  to  be  taken^ 
b  in  the  prefent  inftance,  as  before  obferved,  attended 
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with  uncertainty ;  for  the  conclufion  derived  from  the 
comparifon  of  one  page  contradicts  that  which  is  drawn 
from  the  other.  But  thefe  contradictions  may  be  recon- 
ciled, and  the  whole  fubjedt  will  receive  a  new  light,  if 
we  adopt  a  method  in  other  cafes  precarious,  and  exa-- 
mine  a  priori  which  of  the  two  might  be  moft  naturally 
expefted.  By  thefe  means  we  (hall  folve  the  problem, 
which  made  the  fubjeft  of  controverfy  between  Bengel 
and  Wetftein,  and  difcover  a  new  argument,  that  the 
Codex  Argenteus  and  Carolinus  are  really  parts  of  the 
Gothic  verfion  of  Ulphilas. 

We  are  informed  by  Simeon  Metaphraftes  that  Ul- 
philas tranflated  from  the  Greek,  and  the  Bilhop^  of  the 
Goths  was  fo  circumftanced,  that  we  muft  be  guilty  of 
violence,  if  we  refufed  our  aflent  to  this  teftimony.  For 
the  inventor  of  the  Gothic  alphabet,  of  which  at  leaft 
the  half  is  taken  from  the  Greek,  who  ufed  Greek  letters 
to  denote  numbers'*,  fetting  B  for  2,  and  E  for  ^,  and 
who  went  ambaflador  to  the  court  of  Conftantmople, 
would  have  hardly  rejefted  the  Greek  original  to  tranf* 
late  from  a  Latin  verfion. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  not  improbable  that  he  had 
recourfe  to  the  Latin  verfion,  as  a  fource  of  aid  in  diffi- 
cult paffages.  The  Roman  colonifts,  who  were  fettled 
in  Wallachia,  thofe  at  leaft  among  them  who  were  con-» 
verted  to  Chriftianity,  muft  have  read  the  Bible  in  the 
Latin  verfion ;  and  the  aflertion  of  Wetftein,  that  Ul-^ 
philas  was  ignorant  of  that  language,  muft  appear  un- 
grounded to  every  man  who  knows  the  dialed  that  is 
ftill  fpoken  in  Wallachia.  Nor  is  it  impoffible  tliat  \JU 
philj^  made  ufe  of  manufcripts  that  belonged  to  the 
Weftern  edition  of  thfe  Greek  Tefl^ment.  But  if  nei-* 
ther  of  thefe  opinions  were  true,  the  Gothic  Bible  might 
have  been  correfted  from  the  Latin  after  the  death  of 
Ulphilas,  either  in  Wallachia  or  Italy,  Of  the  two  frag- 
ments of  the  Gothic  verfion,  the  Codex  Carolinus  is  ^ 
part  of  a  Gothic  Latin  Bible,  that  is  of  a  !Latin  Bible 
accompanied  with  a  Gothic  tranflation. 
-    We  ftiall  incur  therefore  no  clanger  of  violating  the 

truth, 

«  See  John  vi.  9.  with  Ihre's  remark  in  tlie  Ulphilas  illuftratus. 
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truth,  if  we  maintain  the  two  following  pofitions,  i .  The 
Gothic  verfion  was  taken  immediately  from  the  Greek. 
2.  It  has  in  many  inftances  a  ftriking  affiiHty  with  the 
Latin.  As  the  matter  is  fo  evident,  I  fhall  emit  feve^ 
ral  arguments,  fuch  as  that  produced  by-Wetftein,  that 
the  Gothic  verfion  has  feveral  Latin  words,  and  fome- 
times  Latin  terminations  in  the  proper  names.  For 
thefe  may  be  confidered  as  Waliachifms,  which  had 
found  early  admittance  into  the  Gothic,  and  were  re- 
tained by  Ulphilas,  agreeably  to  the  practice  of  the 
country,  in  the  fame  manner  as  Luther,  though  he 
tranflated  from  the  Greek,  wrote  Chriftus,  not  Chriftos, 
which  no  man  would  ufe  as  an  argument,  that  Luther 
tranflated  from  the  Latin^ 

It  is  perhaps  to  the  influence  of  the  Wallachian  pro- 
nunciation that  we  mufl:  afcribe  the  orthography  of  feve- 
ral proper  names  of  the  Gothic  verfion,  in  which  we  fiiid 
for  infl:ance,  as  in  the  Latin,  Kafarnaum,  and  Scafiot. 
John  vi.  59.  xiii.  26.  See  Ihre*s  Ulphilas  lUuftratus,  1.  c. 

But  the  following  arguments  appear  to  be  decifive, 
and  firft  in  favour  of  the  former  of  the  two  pofitions,  that 
the  Gothic  is  tranflated  immediately  from  the  Greek. 

1.  The  author  of  this  verfion  has  fometimes  falfeljr 
tranflated  from  an  error  in  regard  to  one  or  more  letters 
of  the  Greek  word,  whereas  it  is  accurately  rendered  in 
the  Latin.  Thus  he  read  r^ofn  for  rf v^,  Luke  vii.  25. 
though  not  only  the  Vulgate,  but  all  the  manufcripts  of 
the  old  L^tin,  publiflied  by  Blanchini,  have  deliciis,  and 
mthe  fame  manner  Tsnwto^uxiy  for  wtvXvi^iaKsif,  John  xvi.  6. 

2.  The  Gothic  has  many  readings  that  are  found  in 
no  Latin  verfion,  fome  of  which  it  has  in  common  with 
Greek  manufcripts,  though  others,  not  inconfiderable  in 
number,  are  peculiar  to  it  alone.  The  latter  indeed  are 
neutral,  and  belong  not  to  the  prefent  queftion  -,  for  if 
we  contend  that  the  Gothic  was  tranflated  from  the 
Greek,  becaufe  thefe  readings  are  in  no  Latin  verfior^ 
our  adverfaries  have  an  equal  right  to  argue  that  it. was 
taken  from  the  Latin,  as  they  are  found  likewife  in  no 
Qreek  rnanufcript.     Of  the  former  kind,  which  alone 

k  4  relate 
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relate  to  this  inquiry,  we  find  an  inftancc,  Luke  ii,  15. 
where  ayfi^wTrot  is'  omitted  in  the  Vulgate,  and  all  Blan- 
chini's  manufcripts,  but  retained  by  Ulphilas.  Many 
more  may  be  feen  in  Benzel. 

3.  It  retains  in  many  words  the^  Greek  terminations, 

as  yotXiXocioc^j  (sJ'^ia;^,  is^oa'oXvfjt.coyy  Luke  V.  ly. 

4.  The  order  of  the  Greek  words  is  often  retained  in 
the  Gothic,  though  a  tranflator  is  not  bound  to  fo  pain- 
ful an  attention  to  the  original.     For  inftancc,  Matth. 

'  xxyii.  43.  0f«  sifAi  uioq  is  rendered  ^  Goths  im  funus,'  but 
the  Latin  has  a  different  arrangement,  filius  Dei  fum. 

In  regard  to  the  fecond  pofition,  that  the  Gothic  has 
an  affinity  with  the  Latin,  we  may  obferve  that  Mill  has 
pointed  out  its  coincidence  in  a  great  number  of  iu- 
flances  with  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  but  as  we  are 
at  prefent  perfuaded  that  the  Greek  ttxt  of  this  manu- 
fcript  has  not  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  we  can  de- 
duce this  only  inference,  that  the  Gothic  accedes  to  the 
Weftern  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  and  has  fo  far 
an  indired:  relation  to  the  Latin  verfidn.  But, the  two 
following  Latin  readings,  not  found  even  in  the  Cod. 
Cant,  are  very  convincing,  Luke  ix.  50.  is  added  iu 
feveral  Latin,  but  not  a  fingle  Greek  manufcript,  nemo 
eft  enim,  qui  non  faciat  virtutem  in  nomine  meo,  et 
poterit  male  loqui  de  me,  of  which  at  l^aft  one  half  is 
jn  the  Gothic  verfion,  namely,  ni  ainfliunauk  ift  manne 
faei  ni  gawaurkjai  maht  in  namin  meinamma*.  (See 
Ulphilas  illiiftratus).  Luke  i.  3.  after  (So^s  nx^oi  is  added 
in  the  Gothic,  without  the  authority  of  a  fingle  Greek 
manufcript,jah.ahmin  veihamma,  *and  the  Holy  Ghoft,* 
a  fpurious  reading  inferted  from  the  Latin  ;  for  Blan.- 
chini's  Codex  Veronenfis  has  *  placuit  mihi  et  Spiritui 
fan<5to.'  Other  inftances  may  be  feen  in  Wetftein,  who 
obfervcs  that  even  the  title  prefixed  to  Hie  Gofpels  ia 
the  Gothic  verfion  is  borrowed  from  the. Latin  formule, 
^  incipit  evarigelium  fecundum  Marcum.' 

The  Gothic  verfion  is  fo  verballv  exact,  that  the  order 
of  the  Greek  conftru(^ion  is  not  feldom  retained  in  vie- 
iation  of  the  genius  of  the  Gothic  language,  which  makes 

it 


J 
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it  ^  the  more  extraordinary,  that  fo  many  readings  are 
found  in  this  verfion,  that  have  hitherto  been  difcovered 
in  no  Greek  manufcript*. 


SECT.    XXXVII. 

0/  the  Slavonian  or  Ruffian  verfion* 

'T^HE  Ruffian,  or,  as  it  ought  to  be  expreffed  in 
more  general  terms,  the  Slavonian  verfion,  de- 
fends to  be  more  generally  known,  and  to  be  examined 
by  the  critics  of  the  New  Tcftament  with  the  grcateft 
attention.  I  fincerely  lament  that  I  neglefted  in  my 
youth  an  opportunity  of  learning  that  language,  not 
knowing  the  treafures  which  it  contains^  both  for  the 
critic  and  the  hiftorian,  as  I  muft  now  depend  on  the 
few  accounts  which  I  have  been  able  to  procure.  I  am 
partly  indebted  to  Kohl's  Introduftio  in  hiftoriamct  rem 
literariam  Slavorum,  five  hiftoria  critica  verfionum  Sla- 
vonicarum  maxime  infignium,  nimirum  Codicis  Sacri> 
et  Ephraenxi  Syri :  but  it  is  to  be  lamented,  that  the 
author,  who  to  Grecian  literature  joined  a  knowledge  of 
the  Ruffian  language,  is  deficient  in  thofe  very  articles 
of  intelligence,  which  can  be  had  only  from  that  coun- 
try, and  lb  totally  devoid  of  critical  curiofity,  as  to  take 
not  the  leaft  notice  whether  i  John  v.  7.  is  contained  in 
the  Slavonian  verfion,  or  not.  I  have  received  more 
important  information  from  Schlozcr,  who,  at  my  re- 
queft,  has  propofed  feveral  queftions  to  Poletika,  a  man 
of  learning  in  Ruffia,  whofe  anfwers  are  the  more  fatif-: 
faftory,  as  he  was  formerly  Greek  tranflator  to  the  Holy 
Synod,  and  is  well  acquainted  with  the  Ruffian  libraries. 
His  letter  may  on  this  fubjeft  be  regarded  as  an  original 
document ;  and  I  will  therefore,  for  the  fatisfaftion  of 
my  readers,  fubjoin  it  in  a  note  ^    I  firft  difcovered  the 

Value 

'  Anfwcr  to  the  Queries  propofed  by  Schlozer,  at  the  requeft  of  Mi-* 
ibaelif^  fO  tbe  Academy  of  Sciences. 
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value  of  the  Slavonian  verfion  in  reading  leftures  on 
the  Proverbs  of  Solomon  from  the  Septuagint.  Several 
of  my  hearers  were  at  that  time  Ruffians,  who,  after  I 
had  pointed  out  fome  examples  where  the  Seventy  had 
been  mifunderftood,  or  a  reading  adopted  that  has  been 
hitherto  found  in  no  manufcript,  replied  that  they  had 
the  fame  in  their  verfion,  which  is  taken  immediately 
from  the  Septuagint.    Thefe  examples  belong  not  to 

the 

1.  I  know  of  no  copy  of  the  whole  Slayonlan  Bible  in  the  Rafiian  libra- 
ries more  ancient  than  that  which  was  written  in  the  year  1499)  ^^  ^^^  ^^ 
of  the  Crrand  duke  I  wan  Wafiljewitfli,  which  is  preferved  in  the  library  of 
the  Holy  Synod.  But  of  the  New  Teftament  alone  there  are  feveral  copies 
much  more  ancient,  namely  of  the  ii^*»,  I2'*»>  13*^*,  and  14^^  centuries,  forae 
on  vellum,  others  on  paper,  which  are  likewife  preferved  at  Mofcow  in 
the  library  of  the  Holy  Synod.  I  believe  however  that  in  all  RuiEa  no 
manufcript  is  fo  ancient,  as  that  which  the  Czar  Iwan  Wafii;ewitih  gave 
to  Garabunda,  fecretary  to  the  Dutchy  of  Lithuania,  and  which  was  ufed 
in  the  Oftrog  edition  of  the  Bible,  from  the  preface  to  which  edition  it 
appears  that  the  manufcript  was  written  in  the  time  of  the  Grand  duke 
Wladimir* 

2.  The  following  are  the  dates  of  the  editions  of  the  Slavonian  Bible. 
At  Oftrog  in  1581,  at  Mofcowin  1663,  1751, 1756, 1757,  and  in  thepre- 
fent  year  1766,  all  in  folio:  in  1759  an  edition  was  publifhed  in  large 
cftavo.  It  was  alfo  printed  at  Kiow  in  1758,  in  folio,  and  at  Suprafl,  in 
Poland,  in  fmall  folio,  as  appears  from  Janozki*s  Didlionary  of  the  Polifh 
J^iterati,  p«  15-  But  there  is  itill  an  edition  'more  ancient  than  any  of  the 
preceding,  which  was  printed  at  Prague  in  15 19,  under  the  direftion  of  a 
Doctor  of  Phyfic,  Francifcus  Scorina  of  Polozk.  But  I  cannot  pofitively 
determine,  whether  this  edition  includes  the  whole  Bible  5  For  I  never  had 
an  opportunity  of  feeing  more  than  the  firft  volume,  which  contains  the 
i^ve  books  of  Mofes.  This  volume  is  in  the  library  belonging  to  the 
Academjr  of  Sciences. 

3.  I  cannot  poflibly  determine  at  what  period  the  paffage,  i  John  v.  7. 
was  infcrted  in  the  text  5  but  there  is  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  the  interpo- 
lation was  made  in  the  time  of  the  Patriarch  Nicon,  in  the  yeai- 1653,  when 
an  edition  was  publiihed  of  the  A6ts  and  the  Epiftles,  which  edition  I 
}iave  in  my  library.  My  reafon  for  this  fuppofition  is;  that  in  the  pre. 
ceding  editions  of  Mofcow,  and  Kiow,  which  I  have  in  my  library,  and 
which  are  printed  in  a  particular  manner  for  the  fervice  of  the  Church, 
the  pafiage  in  ^lueftion  is  not  contained.  I  am  likewife  in  pofleffion  of 
feveral  copies  of  the  Afts  and  the  Epiftles,  written  before  the  introduc- 
tion of  printing,  in  which,  as  well  as  in  every  other  popy,  this  paffage  is 
omitted,  " 

•     PoletikA. 
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the  prefent  place,  but  will  be  given  in  the  IntroduAioa 
in  the  Old  Teftament.  If  the  Ruffian  tranllation  of  the 
OldTeftament  has  more  accurate  readings  than  our 
printed  editions,  and  difcovers  the  author's  knowledge 
of  the  Greek,  in  cafes  wher^  the  editors  of  the  Polyglots 
were  miftaken,  we  may  naturally  expedt  very  great  aflift* 
ance  in  the  criticifm  of  the  New. 

The  Ruffian,  or  Slavonian  verfion,  is  not  an  offspring 
of  the  Latin,  but  taken,  as  every  man  acquainted  either 
with  the  political  or  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  of  that  country 
muft  naturally  fuppofe,  from  the  Greek.  So  early  as 
the  ninth  century  the  Bulgarians,  who  had  the  fame  lan- 
guage with  the  Ruffians,  tranflated  the  theological  writ- 
ings of  the  Greeks ;  and  from  the  end  of  the  tenth  cen- 
tury  the  Ruffians,  who  were  even  in  that  age  a  culti- 
vated nation,  followed  their  example.  Now  it  is  very 
improbable  that  they  neglefted  to  translate  the  moft  im- 
portant of  all  writings,  the  Bible':  but  all  doubts  on  this 
head  have  been  removed  by  Kohl,  who  has  clearly 
(hewn  that  the  two  brothers,  Methodius  and  Cyril, 
who  lived  in  the  ninth  century,  natives  of  Theflalonica, 
and  apoftles  of  the  Slavonians,  were  the  authors  of  this 
verfion'.  Schlozer  has  found  many  and  long  paffages 
quoted  from  it  in  old  Ruffian  chrbnicles  in  manufcript. 
According  to  the  account  given  by  Poletika,  it  appears 
that  the  Holy  Synod  ordered  a  complete  copy  of  the 
Bible  to  be  taken  in  1499,  but  that  manufcripts  were 
extant  of  the  New  Teftament  from  the  eleventh  to  the 
fourteenth  century,  fome  on  vellum,  others  on  paper. 
Thofe  of  the  eleventh  century  are  not  far  removed  fronj 
the  fountain-head,  being  written  only  two  centuries  later 
than  the  verfion  itfelf, 

The  oldeft  edition,  of  which  we  have  any  knowledge, 
is  that  of  Prague,  publilhed  by  Franc.  Scoring,  in  15 19; 
but  Poletika  is  not  certain  whether  it  contains  the  Bible 
complete.  It  was  revifed  in  1 5^0,  altered  in  feveral  paf- 
fages from  an  ancient  manufcnpt  given  by  Czar  Iwan 
Wafiljewitz,  and  printed  at  Oftrog,  in  1 581,  of  which| 

Temarkably  fc^rce  edition  an  account  may  be  feen  in 

Clement  Bibliotheque  curieufe,  Tom.. HI.  p.  441 — ^ 

445' 
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445.  A  copy  of  this  valuable  edition,  as  well  as  of  the 
edition  of  Mofcow,  in  1663,  defcribed  by , Clement  as 
very  fcarce,  is  in  our  univerfity  library.  A  particular 
edition  of  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftlcs>  and  the  Epiftles, 
was  printed  in  1653,  which  might  be  of  great  ufe  in  the 
criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament.  Later  editions  have 
been  publilhed  in  1751,  1756,  1757,  i759»  1766,  at 
Mofcow,  in  1758,  at  Kiow,  in  1743,  at  Suprafl,  in  Po- 
land, befide  editions  of  feparate  parts,  fuch  as  the  Ads 
of  the  Apoftles  and  Epiftles,  with  which  1  am  not  ac- 
quainted \ 

The  paflage  i  John  v.  7.  is  found  neither  in  the  Of- 
Irog  edition,  the  ancient  manufcripts,  nor  in  thofe  edi- 
tions of  the  Acfts  and  the  Epiftles  which  are  prior  to 
1653.  That  of  1653  contains  this  paffage,  but  I  know 
not  whether  in  the  text,  or  in  the  margin ;  that  of  1663 
has  it  in  the  margin,  that  of  1751,  which  1  have  myfelf 
examined,  and  other  modern  editions,  in  the  text. 

The  following  readings  of  the  Slavonian  verfion  were 
extracted,  at  my  requeft,  by  Schlozer,  and  as  it  may  be 
naturally  fuppofed,  that  they  have  an  affinity  with  the 
text  of  Theophylad,  I  will  fubjoin  the  readings  that  are 
found  in  his  commentary. 

Matth.  viii.  28.  Tt^yta-nvuvj  as  Theophylad. — Mark 
V.  L.  and  Luke  viii.  26.  To^Sp^^fivuv^  which  is  likewife  the 
reading  of  Theophylaft,  but  in  his  explanation  of  the 
paffage  he  has  written  Ts^yEo-nuwv. 

Matth.  xxyii.  16,  17.  it  has  Barabbas,  not  Jefus  Ba- 
rabbas>  as  aUo  Theophyladt. 

Mark  xvi,  9—20.  is  in  the  Slavonian  verfion,  and  in 
Theophylad^ 

John  i.  18.  B»i9ae«fa,  according  to  the  correction  of 
Origen.  The  reading  of  Theophylaft  is  unknown,  this 
paflage  being  unnoticed  in  his  commentary. 

John  v.  2.  fr»  St  iv  rot?  I«fo<rpAu/M,oic  ivi  rn  TyfoSarixij  xo* 
^vfj^SnifiA,  n  iTTiMyofAivn  E£f^»r»  BnOtffJa.  Here  it  vanes 
from  Theophylact,  whofe  text  is  «f «  h  iy  t«k  Iffoo-oAuptf 

John  v.  4.  which  is  omitted  in  many  copies  of  the 

New 
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New  Teftament,  is  found  both  in  the  Slavonian  verfion  . 
and  in  Theophylaft,  with  this  only  difference,  that  the 
former  has  xuj i»  ;  a  reading  found  in  feveral  Greek  manu- 
fcripts  and  ancient  verfions)  after  afytAof,  the  latter  not- 

John  vii.  53.  viii.  1 1.  it  has  tlie  ftory  of  the  adulterefs, 
omitted  by  Theophylaft. 

Afts  viii.  37.  is  in  the  Slavonian  verfion.  It  is  found 
in  one  of  the  commentaries  of  Theophyladt,  omitted  in 
the  other*. 

Afts  ix.  5,  6.  it  has  the4nterpolation  p^cXufOk  <r««  ttj^j 

h\etg  'sroin(ron  »  xai  » Ku^iec  vfoi  xvrwm     I  am  curious  to* 
know  how  long  this  has  been  infertcd,  for  it  is  found  in 
none  of  the  Greek  manufcripts  at  Mofcow  which  Mat- 
thai  has  collated,  nor  in  the  edition  of  Theophylaft  by 
Sifanius. 

Afts  xix.  I.  av«r£f»xa  like  the  common  editions,  but 
Theophyladt  has  avaroAtxa. 

Afts  XX.  28.  Kwf»3  xai  0«,  and  alfo  TheophjdaA. 

Rom.  xiv.  24.  After  this  verfe  it  has  the  doxology, 
which  in  our  editions  is  placed  at  the  end  of  the  xvi*^ 
chapter.     Theopliylaft  agrees  with  the  Slavonian. 

I  Tim.  iii.  16.  0£oc  £?>akffci>flu,  and  likewiie  Theo- 
phylaft. 

The  learned  would  be  greatly  indebted  to  any  man 
of  abilities  for  the  undertaking,  who  would  furnilh  a 
hiftory  of  the  Slavonian  verfion,  not  in  the  manner  of 
Kohl,  but  a  really  critical  defcription,  and  extrafts  of 
its  various  readings,  Thefe  muft  not  be  taken  from  the 
modern  editions^  ,but  from  thofe  of  Ollrog  and  Prague ; 
norfhould  a  collation  of  the  ancient  manufcripts  be  neg- 
lefted,  which  might  be  found,  not  only  in  Ruflia,  but 
in  all  the  countries  where  diale&s  of  the  Slavonian  are 
fpoken.  Mofcow  is  the  place  where  the  tafk  (hould  be 
executed,  becaufe  there  are  manufcripts  in  the  library 
of  the  Holy  Synod  fo  ancient  as  the  eleventh  century. 
It  were  to  be  wiftied  that  the  learnqd  in  that  city,  or 
rather  the  Synod  itfelf,  would  take  fuch  meafures  as 
might  render  the  ancisnt  verfion  of  their  Church  bene- 
ficial 
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ficial  to  Europe  in  general.  If  it  were  thought  too  la- 
borious to  undertake  the  whele  at  once,  and  only  a  part 
could  be  given  as  a  fpecimen,  I  would  recommend  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  becaufe  we- have  very  few  ma« 
nufcripts  of  this  book,  and  the  Slavonian  verfien  might 
furnifh  various  readings  of  great  importance*. 

This  rcqueft,  which  I  made  in  the  edition  of  1 777^  has 
been  in  fome  meafure,  though  imperfeftly,  fulfilled  in 
1785,  in  the  Apocalypfis  Johannis  Gra?ce  et  Latine,  pub- 
lilhed  by  Matthai,  who  has  added,  p.342— 388.  his  Ap- 
pendix II..  de  verfione  SlavonicaApocalypfeos,  containing 
various  readings  from  that  verfion.  But  as  the  extrafts 
were  taken  neither  from  Mofcow  manufcripts,  nor  the 
oldeft  edition,  but  made  at  Leipzig,  from  that  of  1762, 
their  critical  application  is  attended  with  uncertainty ^ 


SECT.      XXXVIII. 

Of   the    Ji^^lo-'faxon    verfions. 

^T^jHERE  are  feveral  Anglo-faxon  verfions  of  the 
^  New  Teftament  extant  in  manufcript,  of  which 
the  fulleft  account  is  given  in  Le  Long's  Bibl.  Sacra  ^, 
p.  420.'  Some  books  of  the  Bible  were  tranflated  by 
bilhop  Eadfricd,  and  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John  by  Bede: 
but  the  tradition  that  king  Alfred  tranflated  the  greateft 
part  of  the  New  Teftament  is  very  uncertain.  The 
whole  verfion  has  never  been  printed,  but  the  four  Gof- 
pelshave  been  publiftiedby  Matthew  Parker,  William 
Lifle,  and  Thomas  Marftiall,  in  the  years  157 1,  1638, 
and  1665*,  and  being  evidently  tranflated  from  the  old 
Latin',  may  be  of  ufe  in  determining  the  readings  of 
that  verfion.  Huth,  in  his  diflertation  De  manfuetis 
terras  hseredibus,  has  indeed  called  this  matter  in  quef- 
tion,  faying  that  the  order  of  the  two  verfes,  Matth.  v. 
4,  5i  is  inverted  in  the  old  Latin  verfions,  but  not  in  the 
Anglo-faxon.  To  which  we  may  anfwer,  that  this  is 
not  true  in  all  the  old  Latin  manufcripts,  fpr  thofe  of 
8  '  '  Brcfcia 
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Brefcia  and  Verona,  publiflied  by  Blanchini,  retain  the 
order  of  the  Greek,  and  fqch  manufcripts  were  proba^ 
bly  ufed  by  the  authors  of  the  Anglo-laxon*. 


CHAPTER     VIIL 

OP  THE  MANUSCRIPTS  OF  THE  GREEK  TESTAMENT. 

SECT.    I. 

0/  the  Codices  manufcripti^  conjidered  as  a  mean  of  deter^ 
mining  the  genuine  reading  of  the  text  of  the  Greek 
Tefiament. 

'TpHE  Manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament  are  the  na- 
'*'  tural  fource,  from  which  the  genuine  readings  of 
the  Greek  Teftament  are  to  be  drawn.  The  printed 
editions  are  either  copies  of  more  ancient  editions,  or  of 
manufcripts,  and  they  have  no  further  authority  than. 
as  they  correfpond  to  the  manufcripts,  from  which  they 
were  taken.  Though  printed  editions  may  be  more  cor- 
reft  than  many  manufcripts,  yet,  confidered  as  evidence, 
they  are  of  lefs  weight  than  the  manufcripts  themfelves, 
partly  becaufe  thele  are  more  ancient,  partly  becaufe 
an  editor  of  the  N.  T.  generally  makes  ufe  of  his  own 
judgment,  and  of  feveral  readings  gives  to  one  in  parti- 
cular the  preference,  whereas  a  tranfcriber  copies  only 
what  he  finds  in  the  more  ancient  Codex,  of  which  he 
delivers  a  tranfcript :  and  they  alone  can  be  admitted  as 
evidence,  who  fimply  report  what  they  have  heard  and 
feen.  Buf  I  confefs  that  an  exception  muft  be  made  to 
thofe  manufcripts,  which  in  imitation  of  Knittel  I  will 
call  Codices  critici'. 

It  is  evident  that  by  manufcripts  qf  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, I  underftand  thofe  only  which  were  written  be* 
fore  the  invention  of  printing,  and  that  thofe  manu- 
fcripts, which  are  mere  copies  of  printed  editions,  are ' 
foreign  to  our  prefent  purpofe.     Such  for  inftance  is  the 

Codex 


^ 
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Codex  Berolinenfis,  orRavianus,  in  w^ich  we  find,  i  John 
T.  7.  a  manufcript  written  fince  the  invention  of  print- 
ing, and  copied  from  the  edition  of  Alcala. 

No  manufcript  now  extant  is  prior  to  the  fixth  cen- 
tury ;  and,  what  is  to  be  lamented,  various  readings, 
which,  as  appears  from  the  quotations  of  the  fathers, 
were  in  the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  are  to  be  found 
in  none  of  the  manufcripts  which  are  at  prefent  remain- 
ing; for  inftance,  the  addition  after  Markxvi.  14^  which 
1  mentioned  above  chap,  vi*  feft.  12.  It  is  true  that 
this  reading  is  evidently  fpurious,  but  whether  fpurious 
or  genuine,  it  appears  from  this  example  that  readings, 
•which  exifted  in  the  fifth  century,  have  been  omitted  in 
later  manufcripts,  and  this  might  be  the  fate  of  many, 
that  were  really  genuine.  -When  a  reading  therefore  is 
fpund  in  only  a  fingle  manufcript,  as  that  for  inftance 
which  I  (hall  mention  in  defcribing  the  Codex  Vindob.3. 
or  only  in  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  it  is  not  for  that 
rcafbn  to  be  immediately  rejedled. 
'  Du  Pin,  in  his  DilTert.  prselimin.  ad  biblfa  facra, 
Tom.  II.  c.  3.  Simon,  in  his  DilTertation  fur  les  prin- 
cipaux  Manufcripts  du  N.  T.  printed  at  the  end  of  the 
third  volume  .of  his  Hiftoire  criftique  du  N.  T.  Milland 
Kiifter,  in  their  Prolegomena  to  the  New  Teftament, 
Pfaff.in  hb  Diflertatio  de  variis  ledionibus  N.  T.  Bengel 
in  his  Introduftio  in  crifin  T.  T.  more  particularly  Wet- 
ftein  in  his  Prolegomena,  Trefchow  in  his  Tentartien  de- 
fgriptionis  codicum  Vindobonenfium  N.  T.  Grieft)ach 
in  jiis  Symbolas  criticse  ad  variarum  N.  T.  leftionum 
collecflionem,  and  Mat  thai  in  the  prefaces  to  his  edition 
of  the.N.  T.  give  the  beft  accounts  ot  thofe  manufcripts, 
which,  have  been  hitherto  ufed,  unci  collated  with  the 
text  of  tUe  printed  editions*. 
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SECT.    11. 

Le£lionariaj  Euchologia. 

There  are  feveral  manufcrlpts,  which  contain  not 
*  whole  books  of  the  N.  T.  arranged  in  their  ulual 
order,  but  detached  parts,  appointed  to  be  read  on  cer- 
tain days  in  the  public  fervicc  of  the  church  (avayvw^iic)> 
from  which  again  whole  books  have  been  put  together. 
They  are  called  ledtionaria,  and  are  compounded,  fome 
of  them  of  the  four  Gofpe^s,  others  of  the  Adls  and  the 
Epifties :  to  the  f9rmer  was  given  the  title  fUdtyyUiey^ 
to  the  latter  that  of  airoroXof '.  See  Du  Frefne  glofla- 
rium  mediae  Graecitatis,  p.  lOo.  440,441.  Ifa'Ledlio- 
narium  contains  both  parts,  it  is  termed  aworoXp«w«y. 
yAiOF.  Whoever  wilhes  to  fee  a  lift  of  the  leffons  con- 
tained in  the  Leftionarium  of  the  Adts  and  the  Epifties, 
preferved  in  the  Univerfity  library  at  Gottingen,  may 
have  recourfe  to  my  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XI.  p.  185—^ 
188  \ 

Casteris  paribus,  a  Ledtionarium  is  not  of  equal  value 
with  a  manufcript  of  the  fame  antiquity,  that  contains 
the  books  ot  the  New  Teftament  complete,  becaufe  in 
the  former  the  text  was  frequently  altered,  according  to 
the  readings,  vvhich  were  moft  approved  at  the  time  when 
it  was  written.  It  is  not  however  to  be  denied,  that 
they  fometimes  have  readings  of  great  importance,  of 
which  the  reader  will  find  examples  in  the  above-men- 
tioned defcription  of  the  Gottingen  Leftionarium, 
p.  188—^192.  But  in  refpeft  to  the  omiflion  of  a  prin- 
cipal paflage,  fuchas  1  John  v.  7.  their  evidence  is  of  more 
weight  than  that  of  an  ordinary  manufcript '. 

In  the  Ledtionaria  we  frequently  find  the  words, 
^  Jefus  fpake,'  prefixed  to  the  fpecches  of  Chrift  in  the 
Gofpels,  the.  expreflion  aiiX^oi  in  thofe  epifties  which 
were  written  to  whole  communities,  and  rtxvov  TifAo^ss 
in  thofe  to  Timothy.  This  is  no  various  reading,  be- 
ing merely  defigned  for  the  officiating  minifter  j  but  it 
has  frequently  happened,  that  thefe  expreffions  have  been 
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intruded  from  the  Ledionaria  into  the  copies  of  com- 
plete bookS)  in  which  cafe  they  form  a  various  reading, 
though  a  fpurious  one.  No  one  has  examined  riiis  kind 
of  error  with  more  accuracy  than  Matthai :  fte  for  in- 
fiance  his  notes  on  Luke  vii.  31.  %iv%  ii  0  Ku^io^.   Ads 

iii.  II.  se^rskTOf  it  ts  ftad'Hrr^C  X"^^  (^^^  xpaTir»Tof  it  aturn]*. 
X.  21.  ra;  «irfr«X/tASV8f  «to  K^^vdXiii  srpo;   aurov^    inferted 

after  tn%  «>Jf «c,  becaufe  here  a  new  leflbn  began,  with- 
out which  addition  no  one  would  have  known  to  what 
perfons  the  fubjedt  related,  xxi.  8.  o»  -arsf*  tw  n«uAw. 
Thefe  are  words,  which  are  omitted  in  a  very  great  nam* 
ber  of  manufcripts. 

Another  miftake,  which  we  have  reafon  to  attribute 
to  riie  Ledlionaria,  is  remarked  by  Matthai  in  his  note 
to  Luke  xx;ii.  43,  44.  The  fame  leffon  is  fometimes  a 
compofition  from  two  different  Gofpels,  the  confequcnce 
of  which  is,  that  in  other  manufcripts  likewifc  there  is 
copied  in  one  Gofpel  what  belongs  to  another,  for  in- 
ftance  the  above-mentioned  paflage  jn  the  Codex  Lei- 
ceftr^  after  Matth.  xxvi.  ^9. 

With  refpeft  to  colle<5tmg  readings  from  the  Leftio- 
naria,  Matthai,  with  a  degree  of  bitternefs  againft  Wet- 
ftcin,  who  has  been  Icfs  accurate  on  this  head,  gives  the  , 
following  rule :  '  many  leftionaria  have  the  fame  text  of  J 
the  Evangelifts  in  two  different  leffons,  but  with  diffe- 
rent readings,  words  being  found  in  the  one,  that  are  ^ 
Wanting  in  the  other  ^'  This  circumftance  ought  to  be 
noted,  for  in  confequence  of  its  being  neglefted,  the 
ex^radbs  from' the  Le&ionaria,  efpecially  thofe  made  by 
Wetftein,  are  very  uncertain :  fee  for  inftance  his  note 
to  Luke  xxiii.  45*.  It  is  true  that,  according  to  the 
above-mentioned  ruk,  the  coUefting  of  readings  from 
the  Leftionaria  is  extremely  irkfome,  nor  can  they  be 
noted  with  the  feme  brevity  as  thofe  from  other  manu- 
fcripts, fince  it  would  be  neceffary  to  add,  *  thus  in  the 
former/  '  thus  in  the  letter  leffon  ^* 

We  find  likewife  in  the  Greek  Euchologia  fevera) 
texts  of  the  N.  T.     Ifee  for  inftance  that  publiflied  at 

Veni^,  w^f «  NixoAfltw^  TAvxn,   1684.  p.  43  7 — 481.  ^Ttfcr- 
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ToAa  tMayyiKiA  t«  oAa  iviaurs.  and  481—492.  fuayyjAiofc 

fwStva  MufacifAu.  Matthai  has  given  extrafts  from  one 
of  thef^  Euchologia^  though  a  very  modern  one,  at  the 
end  of  St.  John's  Gofpel :  but  this  appears  to  be  a  fu- 
perfluous  burden  in  facred  criticifm,  under  which  the 
inquirer  muft  at  laft  fink* 
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0/  the  divijion  of  the  manufcripts  into  different  clajjis^  and 
of  what  is  called  the  Fotdus  cum  Gracis^ 

\X^  E»  muft  not  fuppofc  that  all  the  manufcripts  of 
the  Greek  Teftament  are  of  equal  value,  and  in 
fiimming  up  their  evidence,  we  muft  not  immediately 
determine  in  favour  of  that  reading,  which  is  confirmed 
by  the  greateft  number  of  voices. 

I  have  fpoken  above  of  the  manufcripts  which  Knittel 
calls  Codices  critici,  which  are  not  taken  from  one  only, 
but  from  feveral  manufcripts,  the  tranfcribers  having 
adopted  thofe  readings,  which  appeared  to  them  to  be 
the  beft.  Such  manufcripts  have  lefs  authority,  con- 
fidered  as  evidence,  for  though  it  appears  from  them,, 
that  fome  more  ancient  manufcript  haid  this  or  that  par- 
ticular reading,  yet  we  are  unable  to  judge  of  that  more 
ancient  manufcript,  becaufe  they  have  not  in  all  cafes 
abided  by  its  readings. 

Some  manufcripts  are  written  with  care,  others  with 
negligence  :  thofe  which  belong  to  the  latter  dafs,  be- 
tray themfelves  in  general  by  frequent  omiffions,  or  by 
the  fubftitution  of  words  of  a  fimilar  found  and  mean- 
ing, -for  words  which  other  manufcripts  (hew  to  be 
genuine.  Thefe  are  of  no  authority,  when^the  queftion 
relates  to  the  omiflion  of  words  or  lines,  or  the  deter- 
mination between  readings  of  a  fimilj^r  meaning.  Thofe 
on  the  contrary  have  here  the  greateft  weight,  from 
whofe  orthographical  miftakesit  appears  that  the  co|^yifts 
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were  unacquainted  with  Greek,  and  therefore  incapable 
of  introducing  the  above-mentioned  errors. 

Some  manufcripts  have  conftantly  that  reading,  which 
Is  fubjeA  to  the  feweft  difficulties,  or  certain  words  and 
lines,  which  in  other  approved  manufcripts  are  omitted. 
It  is  evident  that  they  proceeded  from  a  tranfcriber,  who 
ventured  in  various  inftances  to  alter  the  text.  Such 
manufcripts  have  no  right  to  a  voice,  when  the  queftion 
relates  to  readings  of  this  nature* 

Some  manufcripts  have  not  only  the  Greek  text,  but 
are  accompanied  with  a  verfion,  which  is  either  inter- 
lined, or  in  a  parallel  column  :  thefe  are  called  Codices 
bilingues.  The  greateft  number  is  in  Greek  and  Latin, 
and  the  Latin  verfion  is  in  general  one  of  thofe,  which 
cxifted  before  the  time  of  Jerom.  As  we  have  Syriac- 
Arabic,  and  Gothic-Latin  manufcripTts,  it  is  probable 
that,  there  exifted  formerly  Greek-Syriac,  Greek-Gothic, 
and  other  manufcripts  of  that  kind,  in  which  the  origi- 
nal and  fome  verfion  were  written  together.  They  are 
for  this  reafon  remarkable,  becaufe  not  only  one  verfion 
-  might  be  eafily  altered  from  another,  but  even  the  Greek 
text  itfelf  from  the  tranflation,  with  which  it  was  accom- 
panied. 

Many  verfions,  notwithftanding  their  frequent  and 
often  greater  coincidence  with  the  readings  of  ancient 
manufcripts,  have  remained  in  general  free  from  cenfure, 
but  to  the  Codices  Graeco-Latini  the  charge  has  been 
laid,  that  the  Greek  text  has  been  altered  throughout 
,  from  the  Latin ;  and  the  accufation  has  not  been  con- 
fined to  thefe  alone,  but  has  been  extended  to  many 
other  manufcripts,  the  readings  of  which  coincide  with 
the  Latin,  not  excepting  the  Codex  Alexandrinus^  which 
was  written  in  Egypt,  a  country  belonging  to  the  Greek 
diocefe,  and  where  Latin  was  in- general' unknown. 
This  matter  i'S  of  the  more  importance,  becaufe  in  the 
number  of  manufcripts,  which  have  been  thus  accufed, 
as  well  fimply  Greek,  as  Greek  and  Latin,  are  precifeiy 
the  moft  ancient,  which  we  fhould  naturally  prefer,  on 
account  of  their  venerable  antiquity,  to  all  others ;  but 
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if  the  charge  be  grounded,  the  moft  important  and  moft 
ancient  witneffes  are  deprived  of  the  right  of  giving  evi- 
dence, and  we  have  no  other  refource  than  thofe,  which 
are  modern.   Whoever  wifties  to  examine  the  principal  • 
authors  on  this  fubjeft,  may  confult  the  Hiftoire  du 
texteduN.T.  ch,  30 — 32.  and  the  Differtation  critique 
fur  les  manufcrits  du  N.  T.  by  Simon,  who  has  given, 
the  moft  learned,  and  the  very  beft  account  for  the  age 
in  which  he  lived  :    my  late  father's  Traftatio  de  variis 
leftionibus  N.  T.  caute  colligendis,  ^  80 — 98,   and 
Wetftein's  Prolegomena,  in  a  great  variety  of  places, 
which  are  too  numerous  to  be  here  mentioned.     The 
two  latter  have  been  the  principal  accufers  of  what  are 
called  LatinizingManufcripts,efpecially  Wetftein,  from 
whofe  authority  the  accufation  received  very  general 
credit.     The  two  principal  advocates  in  their  favour 
are  Grieibach  and  Woide,  the  former,  in  his  Symbolic. 
criticsB,  Vol.  I.  efpecially  p.  ex — cxvii.  theJatter,  in  his 
preface  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus. 

I  formerly  took  part  with  the  accufers,  as  appears 
from  the  former  editions  of  thislntroduftion,  but  I  have 
gradually  altered  my  opinion,  and  am  at  prefent  fully 
perfuaded  that  the  charge  is  ungrounded.  I  candidly 
Gonfefe,  that  Griefbach  and  Woide  have  greatly  contri- 
buted to  confirm  me  in  this  new  opinion,  though  the 
alteration  itfelf  is  rather  the  refult  of  my  own  private  re- 
flexion, of  a  more  careful  examination  of  the  readings 
of  thefe  manufcripts,  and  above  all,  of  a  diligent  ufe  of 
Hearn*s  edition  of  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  from  the 
Greek-Latin  manufcript  called  Codex  Laudianus,  in 
which  the  two  texts  are  written  in  parallel  columns'. 

But  I  would  not  be  underftood  to  aflert,  that  the 
Greek  text  has  in  no  cafe  been  altered  from  the  Latin, 
fince  any  verfion  whatfoever,  that  ftood  in  high  autho- 
rity, might  fometimes  have  had  this  influence  i  for  even 
Erafraus,  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  altered 
many  paflages  from  the  X^atin.  In  cafes  therefore  where 
we  have  particular  reafon  to  fufpedt  an  alteration,!  would 
by  no  means  deny  it,  asforinftanCeRom.i.32.where,  after 
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the  word  exprcffive  of  (myttovru,  the  Latiij  verfion  has  in 
almoft  all  copies  intellexerunt,  for  which  different  Greek 
manufqripts  *,  even  fuch  as  are  of  high  antiquity,  have 
the  following  different  readings  :  ax,  tvonvM^  btc  syviocwy 
n  0-uv9}xay.  This  variety  betrays  a  tranflation  from  the 
Latin. 

But  if  we  ejccepf  the  few  paflages,  where  there  is  fome 

particular  reafon  for  fufpeding  a  corruption,  I  am  of 

opinion  that  the  charge,  which  has  been  laid  to  thefc 

ancient  and  venerable  manufcripts,  which  I  (hall  feve- 

rally  defcribe  in  a. following  feftion,  is  ungrounded.  For 

their  coincidence  with  fome  one  of  the  ancient  Latin 

verfions,  affords  no  ground  to  conclude  that  the  former 

have  been  corrupted  from  the  latter,  as  this  fimilarity 

may  arife  from  a  totally  different  caufe,  namely,  that 

the  Latin  verfions  themfelves  were  made  from  ancient 

Wellern  manufcripts,  which  mufl  of  courfe  refemble 

thofe,  that  were  written  in  the  Weft  in  the  fixth  and 

following  centuries.     The  Latin  verfions  are  very  an- 

cient,and  therefore  made  from  very  ancient  manufcripts: 

it  is  no  difgracethen  to  a  Greek  manufcript  of  the  fixth 

or  feventh  century  (for   thefe   are  the  moft  ancient 

now  extatit)  or  a  proof  of  its  corruption,  if  it  coincides 

with  one  of  the  Latin  verfions.     Thefe  are  not  only  very 

numerous,  but  have  many  various  readings,  in  which 

even  the  fenfe  is  totally  different ;.  it  may  therefore  be 

reafonabiy  expefted,  that  an  ancient  Greek  manufcript 

ftiould  coincide  fometimes  with  the  one,  fometimes  with 

the  other  3  and  if  we  had  more  remains  of  the  old  Latin 

verfions,  we  fhouldfind  thefe  examples  of  coincidence 

ftill  greater  in  number,    But  is  this  to  be  confidered  as  a 

crime  ?  and  may  we  not  afk  with  what  particular  verfion 

it  is  a  fault  to  be  allied  ?  or  is  the  contagion  fp  general, 

that  every  Greek  manufcript,  which  refembles  them, 

mufl  be  confidered  as  infedted  ?  The  t:harge  is  really  of 

too  various  a  nature  to  be  capable  of  fupport. 

Many  fimply  Greek  manufcripts  have  readings,  which 
have  been  called  Ledtiones  latinizantes ;  fhall  we  con- 
clude then  that  -even  thefe  have  been  interpolated  from 
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the  Latin,  and  is  no  limit  to  be  fixed  to  the  operation 
of  this  fuppofed  contagion,?  Befides,  we  have  other  an^ 
cient  verfions,  which  have  been  made  immediately  from 
the  Greek,  fuch  as  the  Syriac  and  the  Coptic,  which  have 
frequently  thofe  very  readings,  that  have  formed  the 
ground  ot  accufation  againft  the  Codices  Grasco-Latini. 

It  is  true  that  tranfcribers,  in  every  age,  might  alter 
the  Greek  text  in  certain  cafes,  according  to  the  reading 
of  the  eftablifhed  verfion  in  the  countries,  where  they 
lived ;  but  we  muft  not  forget,  that  the  old  Latin  church 
entertained  different  fentiments,  withrefpe>ftto  the  Latin 
verfion,  from  the  more  zealous  advocates  of  the  church 
of  modern  Rome,  and  that  they  had  no  motive  for 
making  fuch  an  alteration  in^all  their  manufcripts.  It 
was  at  the  inftigation  of  Pope  Damafus  that  Jerom  cor^ 
refted  the  Latin  from  the  Greek,  a  circumftance  uni*- 
verfally  known  to  the  Weftern  church  ;  and  as  the  pre^ 
faces  of  Jerom  were  at  that  time  conftantly  prefixed  to 
the  Vulgate,  it  is  very  improbable  that  either  trant 
fcribers,  or  the  clergy,  or  the  learned  in  general  of  thofe 
ages,  ftiould  undertake  with  one  voice  to  correal  the 
Greek  from  the  Latin,  when  they  knew  that  the  learned 
father  had  made  the  former  the  bafis  of  his  alteration 
in  the  latter. 

Some  of  the  manufcripts,  expofed  to  this  cenfupe, 
were  written  in  countries,  which  give  the  charge  a  very 
high  degree  6f  improbability,  the  Alexandrine  manu- 
fcript  for  infta^nce,  which  was  written  in  a  country  that 
belonged  to  thb  Greek  diocefe,  and  where  that  language 
alone  was  fpoken.  It  is  furely  improbable'  that  any  man, 
who  lived  in  Egypt,  would  alter  the  Greek  original  from 
a  Latin  tranflation. 

Many,  or,  to  (peak  more  properly,  the  greateft  numi*^ 
ber  of  thefe  cenfured  manufcripts,  coincide  in  an  equal, 
if  nbt  higher  degree,  with  the  Syriac  and  Coptic,  than 
with  the  Latin :  no  reafon  therefore  can  be  afligned,  why 
the  fufpicion  fliould  be  referred  to  the  latter,  rather  than 
to  the  former.  The  readings  of  the  Cambridge  ma^u- 
fcript  are  very  frequently  fo  like  thofe  of  the  Syriac  ver-  ^ 
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fion,  that  we  might  rather  fuppofe  it  to  have  been  al< 
tcred  from  the  Syriac,  than  from  the  haXm ;  yet  thU 
aflertion  has  been  made  by  no  one,  fince  every  one  fees 
its  improbability.  The  remarkable  coincidence  with 
the  Syriac  and  Coptic  verfions  is  a  proof  that  fuch  ma- 
nufcripts,  inftead  of  being  corrupted  from  the  Latin, 
were  faithfully  taken  fron^  very  ancient  copies,  which 
had  readings,  that  are  not  extant  in  modern  manufcripts  j 
efpecially  when  we  add,  what  Grielbach  ha$  remarked 
in  feyeral,  that* they  have  a  ftriking  affinity  with  the 
readings  of  Origen,  whofe  copy  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
)vas  hardly  corrupted  from  the  Latin. 

It  appears  frorp  moft  of  the  Codices  Grseco-Latini, 
that  the  Latin  verfion  has  been  altered  from  the  Greek 
text  of  that  copy,  to  which  it  was  annexed,  for  inftance 
the  Cod.  Cant,  and  I-iaud,  3,  The  Latin  verfion  in 
thefe  manufcripts,  varies  fo  materially  from  the  other 
Latin  verfion$,  that  there  is  much  more  reafon  to  fufpeft 
#n  alteration  in  the  Latin,  than  in  the  Greek,  efpecially 
as  the  latter  is  placed  in  the  firft  column.  In  reading 
the  A<5ts  of  thc.Apoftles,  publiftied  by  Hearne,  from  the 
.Cod.  Laud.  3.  every  ope  muft  obferve,  that  the  I-atin 
has.  been  frequently  altered  from  the  Greek,  even  at  the 
cxpencc  of  "grammatical  accuracy.'  But  it  would  be  fo- 
jeign  to  the  prefent  purpofe,  to  fupport  thefeaflertions 
by  proofs  and  authorities,  as  the  talk  has  been  already 
performed  by  Griefbaoh  and  Woide :  but  I  Ihall  take 
notice  of  fpmc  examples  in  the  enumeration  of  the  re- 
ipeAive  manufcripts,  • 

Befide  the  mqre  ancient  alterations,  which  have  been 
fuppofed  to.be  rpadejp  the  Greek  text,  it  is  afferted  by 
many  of  the  learned,  that  at  the  council  of  Florence  held 
in  I439»  with  a  view  of  eftablifhing  an  uniqn  between 
.the  Greek  apd  Latin  ch^rches,  a  refolytion  was  formed, 
that  the  Greeks  flioUld  alter  their  manufcripts  from  the 
latin.  In  theTecond  edition  I  defended  this  aflertion, 
but  the  inquiries  inftituted  by  Goeze,  in  his  Continua- 
tion of  the  Defence  of  the  Complutenfian  edition  of  the 
New  Teftamemtj^  p.  40 — 75.  have  made  m?  waver  in 

my 
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my  opinion  with  refpedt  to  this  article,  which  is  tfermed- 
by  the  learned,  Foedus  cum  Graecis.  Thofe  who  would 
have  more  information  on  this  fubjeft,  may  confult  the 
above-mentioned  treatife ;  it  will  not  however  be  im- 
proper to  quote  ^the  words  of  fome  of  the  principal  au- 
thors, who  have  en^ged  in  this  controVcrfy. 

Erafmus  fays  %  Hic  obiter  illud  incidit  admonendum, 
cfle  Gnecorum  quofdam  novi  teftamenti  codices  ad  La* 
tinorum  exemplaria  emendatos.  Id  faftum  eft  in  foedere 
GrsBcorum  cum  Romana  ecclefia  quod  foedus  **  teftatur 
bulla,  qu2B  dicitur  aurea.  Vifum  enim  eft  hoc  ad  fir- 
mandam  concordiam  pertinere.  Et  nos  olim  in  hujuf- 
modi  codicem  incidimus,  et  talis  adhuc  dicitur  affer- 
vari  in  bibliotheca  Pontificia.  Verum  ex  his  corrigerc 
noftros,  eft  Left>iam,  ut  aiunt,  admovere  regulam.  lilud 
potius  fpeftandum  quid  legerint  veteresGr2eci,Origenes, 
Athanafius,  Bafilius,  Gregorius  Nazianzenus,  Chryfof- 
tomus,  Cyrillus,  ac  Theophylaftus.  Hoc  eo  vifum  eft 
admonere  quod  jam  nunc  quidam  jaftitant,  fe  trecento 
loca  notafle  e  codice  pontificise  blbliothecas,  iii  qilibus 
ille  confonat  cum  noftra  vulgata  editione,  cufti  mea^dif* 
fonati  Erafmus  has  this  remark,  in  the  edition  of- 1535^ 
and  even  in  the  fourth  edition  of  1527,  in  his  note  to 
Luke  X.  i,  though  in  different  words.  But  it  does  hot 
appear  whence  he  has  taken  his  account,  no  trace's  of  it 
are  to  be  difcovered  in  the  hiftory  of  the  council  of 
Florence,  the  moft  learned  catholics,  wha  have  been 
able  to  obtain  the  beft  information',  Simon  and 
Blanchini,  abfolutely  deny  it;  and  the  latter,  in  i 
book  publiftied  under  the  authority  of  the  Pope,  calls 
acorreftion  of  this  nature  *  emendationem  vel  potius 
depravationem/  which,  he  fays,  Greek  parafites  perhaps 

rniy 

»  In  the  fifth  edition  of  the  New  Tcftament,  printed  in  l^SSr  Jn  ^^^ 
Capita  argumentor am  contra  morofos  quofdain  et  indo6los.  I  had  followed 
Blanchini,  and  quoted  it  as  in  the  fourth  edition,  but  Goeze  has  coffered 
thcmiltake.  •  .  .  .: 

^  He  quotes  therefore  the  golden  Btill,  as  a  proof  of  the  Foedus  cunt. 
Graecis,  not  of  the  agreement  to  alter  the  Gri^k  tjexffi'om  th^Latlu.-  * '  ', 
^  See  Goeze^s  Defence,  p.  ^^ — 50. 
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may  have  privately  attempted  in  Italy^.  Now  it  is  very 
poffible  that  Erafmus  hadrfeen  fome  fuch  manufcript, 
that  had  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  but  it  is  mere 
conjefture  that  the  alteration  was  made  in  confequence 
of  the  Foedus  cum  Gnaecis.  He  was  at  that  time  occu- 
pied with  a  defence  of  his  own  editions,  and  Goeze  has 
fliewn  it  to  be  probable,  that  this  was  intended  as  an 
anfwer  to  an  objeftion  made  by  Sepulveda,  in  a  letter 
dated  Nov.  i,  1533,  (which  Goeze  has  reprinted,  p.  56 
— 58)  where  he  fpeaks  of  365  falfe  readings.  It  is  not 
improbable  therefore  that  Erafmus  in  his  anfwer  aflerted 
too  much,  as  we  feldom  think  fo  cooly  in  difputation 
as  at  other  times,  and  Erafmus  was  not  endued  with  the 
gentle  manners  of  Sepulveda.  His  remark  on  Luke  x.  i. 
is  certainly  erroneous,  or  he  muft  have  underftood  by 
the  title  Fcedus  cum  Graecis,  fomething  different  from 
the  .propofed  union  between  the  two  churches  at  the 
council  of  Florence,  for  he  writes,  quilfi  ncfciamus  poft 
Graecos  in  concordiam  Romanse  fedis  receptos,  et  codi- 
ces illorum  ad  latinorum  exemplaria  fuiffe  emendates. 
Quorum  de  numero  multis  argumentis  fuiffe  colligo 
codicem  ilium  literis  majufculis  defcriptum.  Now  it 
appears,  on  comparing  this  paffage  with  that  in  his 
Capita,  that  he  means  the  famous  Codex  Vaticanus, 
but  this  was  written  undoubtedly  many  ages  prior  to 
the  council  of  Florence,  being  one  of  the  moft  ancient 
manufcripts  now  extant^. 

There-is  an  anfwer  of  Sepulveda  to  Erafmus,  dated 
May  23,  1534,  which  fome  confider  as -the  moff  impor- 
tant evidence  in  favour  of  the  above-mentioned  agree- 
ment, others  as  a  proof  of  the  contrary  :  this  arifes  partly 
from  the  obfcurity  of  Sepulveda's  expreffions,  partly 
through  the, want  of  being'  in  poffeffion  of  the  letter  of 
Erafmus*  That  the  reader  may  judge  for  himfelf,  I  will 
tranfcribe  the  whole  of.  what  relates  to  this  fubjeft. 
Quod  pertinet  ad  librumpontificium^  Graecos  codices 
N.  T.  Grsecorum  quorundam  vel  malitia  vel  levitate 
fuiffe  dcpravatos  id  ipfum  quod  fcribis  fides  eft  indubi- 
tata,  quodnn  Graecorum  ad  fanitatem  redeuntium  foe- 

dere 

^  Codicem  Vaticanum. 

<■>  ■ 


~j 
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dere  cautum  fuerit  *,  ut  Gneci  codices  ad  Romanam  ^ 
leAionem  emenidarentur,quomodo  enim  poterant  clarius 
utrique  conteftari,  exemplaria  Romana  leftionem  veram 
et  germanam  retinere,  Grscorum  efle  vitiata  ?  Nam 
quod  ais,  grscam  ledtionem  ex  gra^cis  au&oribus  efie 
petendam,  diceres  aliquid  (i  rationem  Grsci  fertnonis 
affirmares  a  Grsecis  commodius  quam  a  Latinis  expli- 
cari :  at  libros  archetypos,  fundamenta  noftrae  religionis 
continentes,  cur  non  credamus  fandtius,  gravius  et  in- 
cormptius  affervatos  effe  in  fcriniis  ac  bibliothecis  ec- 
clefiae  Romanae,  c^use  caput  eft  Chriftianorum,  et  femper 
fuit  norma  cathphcse  pietatis,  quam  in  Grsecia,  qu£  fse^- 
pefuit  hasreticorum  et  leviffimorum  hominum  fraudibus 
et  motu  rerum  novarum  agitata.  Quod  accidifTe  certum 
eft  in  LXX  decretis  concilii  Nicaeni,  quae  cum  integra 
in  fcriniis  eccle(ia&  Romanas  aflervarentur,  tamen  ad  Ori- 
entem  in  quibufdam  ecclefiis  incenfa  funt,  in  aliis  ad 
minorem  numenim  reda<fta,  fublatis  videlicet  quae  ip« 
forum  conciliis  et  conatibus  obftare  videbantur,  ut 
AthanafiuSj  et  ca^teri  epifcopi  ex  Alexandrina  fynodo  ad 
Marcum  Papam  conqueruntur,  a  quo  exemplum  de- 
cretorum  i^forum,  quod  petebant,  rcceperunt.  Adde 
quod  libri  tutiores  ab  injuriis  efle  folent,  et  minus  a 
parum  do<5tis  fcholia  fape  cum  fcripturis  contundentibus 
vitiari,  ubi  a  .paucioribus  vel  Icguntur  vel  intclliguntur, 
nifi  forte  hoc  dicis  placuifle  in  fcedere,  ut  diftio  Gra^ca 
emendaretur  ad  Latinam,  quod  nee  eft  probabile,  pra*- 
terquam  in  certo  ^iiquo  loco**,  et  nunquam  fadlum  fu- 

iffe 

•  Some  underfbnd  by  tliisvclaufe,  *  provifion  was  made  that  the  Greek 
manufcriptsfliouldbecorrefted/  but  Goeze,  p.  71.  explains  it,  *  provifion 
was  made  tlut  the  Greek  manufcripts  ihould  not  be  correfted/  an  exphna- 
tion  to  which  I  cannot  fubfcribe.  B la nchini>  probably  through  miftake,  has 
printed  ne  inftcad  of  ut ;  it  feeras  as  if  he  took  the  words  in  the  lame  fenfe 
as  Goeze,  that  he  retained  in  his  memoiy  their  meaning,  which  he  exprefieil 
more  clearly  in  other  words. 

^  It  is  uncertain  whether  tlie  Roman  Vulgate,  pr  the  Vatican  copy  of  the 
Greek  text,  is  here  meant.  It  appears  to  me,  that  Sepul  vcda  bimfelf  doubt* 
ed  what  fenfe  he  fliould  afcribe  to  the  expreffion  of  Erafmus^. 

*  I  am  unable  to  comprehend  the  meaning  of  thefe  words.  Perhapt 
^  tTU9  reading  i^  '  incerto'  ^k  one  lyord,  i|i  wliich  cafe  the  fenfe  would 
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iffe  certum  habeo:  nam  articulum,  quern  citas  ex  aurea 
bulla,  licet  duas  aureas  buUas  in  libro  conciliorum  per- 
Jcgerim,  invenire  nufquam  potui '-    Quam  igitur  dicas, 
et  unde  nobis  petenda  fit,  obfecro  te  ne  graveris  ad  nos 
perfcribere.    The  beginning  of  this  quotation  I  under- 
ftand  as  follows  :    '  With  refped  to  the  manufcript  in 
the  Po^'s  library,  it  follows,  from  the  account  which 
you  have  given  me,  that  Greek  manufcripts  have  been 
corrapted  by  the  malice  or  levity  of  certain  Greeks, 
fince  you  fay,  that  in  the  articles  of  agreement  made 
with  the  Greeks^  who  were  on  the  point  of  returning  to 
the  true  faith,  it  was  refolved  that  the  Greek  manu- 
fcripts  fhould  be  corrected  according  to  the  Roman 
readings  *.    For  how  could  both  parties  give  a  ftronger 
proof  that  the  Roman  readings  were  genuine,  and  the 
Greek  corrupted?*     Sepulveda  then,  before  he  had  re- 
ceived this  letter  from  Erafmus,  had  never  heard  of  this 
.article  in  the  Foedus  cum  Gi-secis,  and  it  appears  that 
he  takes  it  upon  truft,  and  draws  conqlufions  from  it 
^gainft  Erafmus.     He  appears,  at  the  fame  time,  to  be 
in  doubt  what  fhould  ferve  as  a  bafis  for  the  corre<5tion 
of  the  Greek  text,  whether  ancient,  and  correal  manu- 
fcripts  in  the  Pope's  library,  or  the  Vulgate :  he  not 
only  mentions  the  latter  as  highly  improbable,  but  chal- 
lenges Erafmus  to  quote  the  paflage,   where  he  has 
foundit. . - 

The  only  inference  to  be  deduced  froni  thefe  premifes 

is,  that  the  pretendecf  agreement  in  thd  Foedus  cum 

Graecis  is  a  mere  conjefture  of  Erafmus,  to  which  he 

.  bad  recourfe,  as  ^  refuge  in  a  matter  of  controverfy.  At 

i  ■    "  "•\':",    •'.'  '   "...:.  the 

.......    -  .■      .  •         -^  t  •*    .  ' 

be  *  it  is  not  probable  that  an  order  fliould  have  been  given  to  corrcft 
GTttii  inatlufcripts  frdni  the  Latiii,  unlefs  it  were  in  dubious  paflagesi 
twbere  a  vejy  ancient  vsffion  alone  could  determine  which  of  the  various 
. .  readiJtgs.  of  .ihtf.Qreielc  text  was  :the  true  ohe.5.'      • 

;    i.lt.'feeraa  t"hat  Scpulve4a  junderftood  the  exprefflon  in-  the  letter  of 

Erafmus,  in  the  fame  ^enfe  as  many  underftand  it  in  the  parage  which 

:   I  have  above  quoted,  namely,  that  Erafmus  cited  the  golden  Bull,  as  a 

"  ^r6brof  ,the  agreement  made  to  alter  the  Greek  text  from  the  Latiin. 

.See  above. Note  {*>)»>         ,  *.  *    • 
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the  fame  time  I  admit,  what  is  aiTerted  by  BlancVini'', 
and  iiot  denied  by  Goeze,  that  Greek  parafitcs,  who 
after  the  taking  of  Conftantinople  were  obliged  to 
feek  their  bread  in  Romilh  countries,  undertook  al- 
terations in  the  Greek  text,  through  a  miftaken  zeal 
for  the  church  of  Rome.  But  this  circumftance  can 
affed:  only  thofe  manufcripts,  which  were  written  after 
the  year  i453j  and  which  in  other  refpefts  are  entitled 
to  no  authority,  for  inftance  the  Cod.  Montfortianus, 
and  Ravianus.  Fortunately,  however,  the  manufcripts 
of  this  defcription  are  very  few  in  number,  and  were  we 
not  in  poffeffion  of  thefe  two,  we  (hould  hardly  have 
known  that  any  alterations  had  been  made.  In  regard 
to  the  accufation  of  Erafmus,  it  is  extraordinary  that  it 
(hould  have  been  made,  not  only  without  evidence,  but 
by  the  very  man,  who  himfelf  is  the  moft  expofed  to  the 
charge,  fince  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  a 
very  great  number  of  paffages  were  altered,  merely  on 
the  authority  of  the  Latin,  which  alterations  have  been 
tranfmitted  to  later  editions,  though  ratified  by  no 
Greek  manufcript. 

Evfery  man,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  various  read- 
ings of  the  N.T.,  muft  obferve,that  certain  manufcripts 
have  an  affinity  to  ea(:h  other,  and  that  their  text  is 
diftinguiftied  by  charafteriftic  marks,  from  that  of 
others*  It  is  evident  that  two  manufcripts,  of  which  the 
one  is  a  copy  of  the  other,  are  entitled  only  to  one  voice : 
if  this  affinity  be  found  in  manufcripts,  of  which  the  one 
is  not  copied  from  the  other,  it  muft  be  explained  on 
the  principle,  that  they  are  derived  from  a  common 
fource.  Bengel,  in  his  Introdudtio  in  crifin  N.  T.  §  27 
—30.  ^xpreifes  this  relationOiip  by  the  word  familia, 
but  Griefbach  ufes  the  term  recenfio^,  that  is,  edition, 
a  word  which  I  (hall  adppt  in  this  Introdutflion.  Thefe 
editions  depend  on  the  diverfity  of  time  and  place.  If 
the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament  has  in  the  courfe  of 
ages  been  altered,  either  through  negledl,  or  by  pre- 

. .  tended 

*  His  expreffion  is  Oraecultim  parafitum  in  Italia  veriatuin  id  ult^o 
^ianculumfeciiTe.— -Evangelianum  quadruplex,  iTom.  I.  p.  495. 
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tended  cofreftions,  we  muft  cxpcft  to  find  in  modem 
manufcripts,  readings  which  exifl  not  in  the  more  an- 
cient* and  thefe,  by  reafon  of  their  antiquity,  will  re^ 
femble  each  other,  becaufe  they  had  not  the  readings, 
which  were  afterwards  introduced ;  and  they  are  entitled 
to  the  preference,  even  though  the  later  alterations 
fhould  difcover  the  greatefl  judgement  and  penetration. 
It  muft  be  remarked  at  the  fame  time,  that  a  manufcript, 
written  in  a  later  century,  may  properly  belong  to  an 
ancient  edition;  for  inftance,  a  manufcript  of  the  twelfth 
century,  if  it  be  a  faithful  copy  of  one  written  in  the 
(ixth  or  eighth  century.  This  is  really  the  cafe  with 
fome  of  our  manuscripts,  which,  though  themfelves  of 
no  high  antiquity,  have  the  readings  of  thofe,  which  are 
moft  tincient. 

.  A  diverfity  of  country  will  likcwife  produce  a  dlver- 
^ty  in  the  editions.  It  appears  from  the  fubfcripticns 
of  very  many  manufcripts,  of  which  we  are  in  pofleflion, 
that  they  were  written  on  Mount  Athos,  where  the 
monks  employed  themfelves  in  writing  copies  of  the 
Greek  Teftament :  here  then  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe, 
that  all  the  manufcripts,  \vhich  come  from  that  quarter, 
muft  refemblc  each  other,  fince  the  tranfcribers  hardly 
took  the  pains  to  procure  copies,  the  readings  of  which 
differed  from  thofe  which  were  in  common  ufe  :  but  at 
the  fame  time  it  is  pofTible,  that  a  manufcript  might 
have  been  brought  thither  from  fome  diftant  country, 
and  there  copied  anew.  As  different  countries  had  dif- 
ferent verfions,  according  to  their  refpcftive  languages, 
the  Weft  of  Europe,  where  Latin,  the  North  where 
Slavonian  was  fpoken,  likewife  Egypt,  Syria,  or  to 
fpeak  more  properly,  Ofrhoene,  tjie  manufcripts  of  thofe 
countries  muft  necefTarily  refemble  the  refpedtive  ver- 
fions, not  becaufe  the  former  have  been  altered  from  the 
latter,  but  becaufe  the  verfions  were  piade  from  fuch 
manufcripts,  as  were  in  common  ufe  in  thofe  refpeftivc 
diftrifts.  In  forming  a  judgement  therefore  of. the  edi- 
tions of  different  countries,  we  muft  compare  with  the 
manufcripts  both  the  verfions  of  thofe  countfies,  and 
6  •  the 
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the  quotations  of  thofe  fathers,  who  lived  and  wrote 
there.  It  is  hardly  ncceffary  to  remark  that  age,  and 
country,  wilf  be  fometimes  at  variance  with  each  other, 
and  that  an  edition,  efpeci'ally  the  Byzantine,  will  fome- 
times vary  in  both  :  likewife  that  the  principal  editions^ 
into  which  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  are 
divided,  are  again  capable  of  fubdivifions :  for  thefe 
are  remarks  which  muft  occur  of  themfelves  to  every 
reader. 

No  man  has  deferved  fo  highly  of  the  public,  in  re- 
gard to  the  arrangement  of  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  under  their  refpcdkive  editions,  as  Griefbach. 
See  particularly  his  Symbolae  criticae,  p.  cxvii— cxxii. 
where  he  has  promifed  a  more  complete  account  in  his 
fecond  volume.  He  affumes  the  three  following  prin- 
cipal editions,  i.  The  Weftern  edition.  2.  The 
Alexandrine  edition.  3.  The  Byzantine  edition,  or„ 
as  he  likewife  not  improperly  terms  it,  the  Eaftcrn  edi- 
tion; but  in  the  following  ftatement  I  will  avoid  this 
expreffion,  becaufe  there  was  a  ftill  more  Eaftern  edi- 
tion,' which  has  been  copied  moft  frequently  in  the  ex- 
tremity of  the  Weft. 

It  appears  to  me,  that  there  have  exifted  four  prin- 
cipal editions: 

1.  The  Weftern  edition,  or  that  formerly  ufed  in 
countries  where  the  Latin  language  was  fpoken,  for  our 
modern  manufcripts  have  been  chiefly  brought  from 
Greece.  With  this  edition  coincide  the  Latin  vcrfion, 
which  was  made  from  it,  more  eljpecially  as  it  ftood  be-* 
fore  the  time  of  Jerom,  and  the  quotations  of  the  Latia 
fathers,  not  excepting  thofe  who  lived  in  Africa,  though 
Jerom,  in  his  correftion  of  the  Vulgate,  made  frequent 
ufe  of  manufcripts,  that  were  written  in  Greece.  We  may 
in  feme  meafure  aflume  a  two-fold  Weftern  edition,  one 
of  which  has  a  ftriking  affinity  with  the  Syriac  verfion. 

2.  The  Alexandrine,  or  Egyptian  edition.  With 
this,  as.  might  be  naturally  expefted^  coincide  the  quo- 
tations of  Origen,  sWhich  Grieft)ach  has  collated  with 
very  particular  care,asalfo  the  Coptic  verfion. 

3.  The 
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3.  The  Edeflcne  edition,  which  comprehends  thofe 
inanufcripts,  from  which  the  old  Syriac  verfion  was 
made.  Of  this  edition  we  have  at  prefent  no  manu-, 
fcripts,  a  circtimftance  by  no  means  extraordinary,  when 
we  recoUedl  that  the  Syriac  literati  had  an  early  preju- 
dice for  whatever  was  Grecian,  and  that  the  Eaft,  dur- 
ing many  ages,  that  elapfcd  after  the  fifth  century,  was 
the  feat  of  war  and  devaftation.  But  by  fomc  accident, 
which  is  difficult  to  be  explained,  we  find  manufcripts 
in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  accompanied  even  with  a  Latin 
tntnflation*  fuch  as  the  Codex  Bezse,  which  fo-eminently 
coincide  with  the  Syriac  verfion,  that  their  relatipnfhip 
is  not  to  be  denied.  The  new  Syriac  verfion  belong! 
not  properly  to  this  edition,  becaufe  manufcripts  were 
ufed  from  the  library  of  Alexandria. 

All  thefe  three  editions,  though  they  fometimes  diifer 
in  their  readings,  harmonize  very  frequently  with  each 
other*  This  is  to  be  afcribed  in  a  great  meafure  to  thpir 
high  antiquity,  for  our  oldeft  manufcripts  belong  to  one 
of  thefe  editions,  and  the  tranflations  themfelyes  are 
very  ancient.  A  reading,  confirmed  by  the  evidience  of 
all  thefe  three  editions,  is  fupported  by  the  very  higheft 
authority,  but  it  muft  not  be  confidered  as  infallibk, 
fince  the  true  reading  may  be'  fometimes  found  only  in 
the  fourth.  As  thefe  three  editions  themfelves.vary  at 
times  materially  from  each  other,  we  may  conclude  that 
alterations,  or  pretended  improvements,  were  made  in 
a  very  early  age  in  the  Greek  text,  which  were  different 
in  different  countries.   To  the  foregoing  may  be  added, 

4.  The  Byzantine  edition,  or  that  in  general  ufe  at 
Conftantinople,  after  this  city  was  become  the  capital 
and  metropolitan  See  of  the  Eaftern  empire.  With  this 
edition,  thofe;  of  thfe  neighbouring  provinces  were  clofely 
allied.  Though  we  have  no  proofs  with  refpeft  to  Afia 
Minor,  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  they  belonged  to 
this  principal  edition  ;  th^  greateft  numbef  of  manu- 
fcripts, written  on  Mountf  Athos,  are  evidently  of  the 
Byzantine  edition,  and  the  fame  may  probably  be  faid 
of  almoft  all  Greece,,  and  of  the  iflands,  not  excepting 

perhaps 
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perhaps  the  Rhodian  manufcript,  which,  though  highly 
celebrated,  is  to  us  totally  unknown.  It  is  certain,  or 
at  leaft  highly  probable,  that  almoft  all  the  Mofcow 
manufcripts,  of  which  Matthai  has  given  extrafts,  came 
originally  from  thefe  countries,  and  belong  therefore  to 
this  edition,  or,  to  fpeak  more  properly,  to  the  later 
Byzantine  edition,  fince  none  of  them  is  more  ancient 
than  the  eleventh  century.  To  this  edition  are  likewife 
to  be  referred  the  quotations  of  Chryfoftom,  andTheo- 
phylaft  bifliop  of  Bulgaria,  with  the  Slavonian,  or  Ruf- 
fian verfion :  among  thele  is  obferved  a  very  frequent 
coincidence. 

Since  many  alterations  were  unavoidably  made,  in 
the  feries  of  years  that  elapfed  between  the  fourth  and 
fifteenth  centuries,  we  may  divide  the  Byzantine  edition' 
into  the  ancient,  and  the  modern.  The  readings  of  the 
Byzantine  edition  are  thofe  which  are  commonly  found 
in  our  printed  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which 
varies  very  frequently  from  thofe  of  the  three  firft 
editions  *. 

It  muft  be  further  remarked,  that  a  manufcript  has 
not  neceffarily  the  readings  that  were  moft  ufual  in  the 
province  in  which  it  was  written,  for  it  may  be  a  copy 
of  one  brought  by  accident  from  a  diftant  country. 
Manufcripts  likewife,  which  contain  the  whole  of  the 
N.  T. ,  may  in  different  parts  follow  different  editions. 
Grieft>ach  has  obferved,  that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus 
follows  in  the  Gofpels  the  Byzantine  edition,  in  the 
Epiftles  of  St.  Paul  the  Alexandrine,  in  the  Afts  of  the 
Apoftles,  and  the  catholic  epiftles,  the  Weftern  edi- 
tion'. Laftly,  the  more  modern  the  manufcripts,  the 
lefs  pure  is  the  edition,  as  they  contain  a  mixture  df 
readings  from  feveral  editions. 
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Further  divifion  of  the  mamfiripts  of  the  Greek  Tejlament, 

tp  E  w  Manufcripts  eontain  the  whoie  New  Teftament, 
*•     which  tranfcribers  have  generally  divided  into  three 
parts,  the  firft  containing  the  four  GqfpeUy  the  feGond 
the  Epiftles  and  A£ks  of  the  Apoftles,  the  third  the  Re- 
velation of  St.  John.    The  greateft  number  are  thofe 
which  contain  the  firft  part ;  thofe  which  have  the  fe* 
cond,  or  the  firft  and  fecond  together,  are  likewife  nu- 
merous, but  thofe  of  the  third  are  extremely  few.     To 
this  muft  be  added,  that  in  many  manufcripts  are  omit- 
ted thofe  epiftles^  whofe  divine  authority  was  formerly 
doubted.     We  muft  not  therefore  conclude,  that  this 
or  that  known  nianufcript  has  the  reading  of  the  printed 
text,  becaufe  it  is  not  quoted  among  the  number  ot 
thofe,  which  have  a  different  reading ;  for  it  is  pqffible 
that  the  book  itfelf,  of  which  the  paflage  in  queftion  is 
a  part,  may  be  wahtir^  in  that  manufcript.  To  prevent 
mift:akes  of  this  kind,  every  critic  (hould  have  a  table  of 
the  contents  of  each  manufcript*    Befides,  the  ancient 
manufcripts  have  n^ny  chaims,  whole  leaves  and  (lieets 
beiqg  firequently  wantic^ :  it  is  neceflary  therefore  that 
a  critic  be  acqxiainted  with  thefechafms,  fince  he  tnight 
otherwife  conclude  that  a  manufcript,  not  quoted  for  % 
various  reading,  coiocided  with  the  printed  text,  though 
the  parage  itfelf  having  been  erafed,  it  could  afford  no 
evidence,  either  for  or  againft  the  reading.     This  obfer- 
vation  may  be  efpecially  applied  to  fuch  manufcripts,  as 
'  contain  not  whole  boots,  but  only  fragments. 

The  collectors  of  various  readings  would  have  pre- 
vented a  variety  of  miftakes,  which  without  the  very, 
beft  memory  are  unavoidable,  in  refpeft  to  thefe  chafms, 
if  they  had  quoted  not  only  the  manufcripts  which  de- 
viated from,  but  likewife  thofe. which  confirmed  the 
common  text.  This  accuracy  has  been  obferved  in  no 
critical  edition  of  the  Greek Teftament^  though  it  would 
enable  us  to  examine  the  whole  evidence  at^  Angle 

view» 
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view.  An  edition,  founded  on  the(c  principles,  would 
be  of  great  value  in  facred  criticilm ;  but  as  it  would  bp 
oeceflary  to  collate  anew  the  manufcripts,  which^  have 
been  already  examined,  the  undertaking  would  be  too 
great  for  a^y  (ingle  perfon,  unlefs  he  were  enabled,  as 
Kennicott  by  the  liberality  of  the  Englifh,  to  call  in 
the  aid  of  many  of  the  learned. 

The  more  or  lefs  frequent  ufe  which  has  been  made 
of  the  manufcripts,  is  another  ground  of  divifion,  which 
it  is  neceflary  to  obferve,  becaufe  without  this  diftinc- 
tion,  we  (hall  be  expofed  to  the  danger  of  quoting  ma« 
nufcripts  in  favour  of  a  reading,  at  the  very  time  when 
their  evidence  is  in  favour  of  the  contrary. 

1.  There  are  many  manufcripts  which  have  been  ex* 
amined  only'  for  a  fingle  text,  fuch  as  i  John  v.  7.  or 
at  the  utmoft  for  a  very  few.  Even  in  Wet(tein's  ca- 
talogue of  the  manufcripts,  ufed  in  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament, .  are  feveral  ot  this  kind :  we  muft 
not  therefore  conclude,  becaufe  Wetftein  has  defcribed, 
ia  his  Prolegomena,  feventy-one  manufcripts  of  the 
epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  that  thirty- fix  are  in  favour  of 
fome  particular  reading,  when  thirty-five  are  quoted 
againfi:  it. 

2.  There  are  other  manufcripts  which  have  been 
examined  from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  but  not  com- 
pletely, and  in  refpedt  to  all  the  readings.  The  critics, 
who  have  ufed  them,  have  extraded  only  fuch  as  ap- 
peared to  them  to  be  genuine,  or,  if  not  genuine,  at 
les^  worthy  of  notice :  at  other  times,  thofe  only  have 
been  feleAed,  which  anfwered  fome  particulai'  purpofe  i 
^  for  inftam.e,  in  the  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
by  Goldhj^en,  the  editor  extradked  from  the  manufcript 
preferved  at  MoUheim,  thofe  readings  only  which  har- 
monize with  the  Vulgate,  in  of^fition  to  the  printed 
Greek  text.  In  this  ca(e,  a  critic  renders  his  own  evi- 
dence in  fome  refpedts  inadmiffible,  for  (ince  he  quotes 
only  one  fpecies  of  leadings,  it  is  impoifible  to  form  an 
adequate  judgeiTietit  of  the  whole,  and  to  determine 
whether  thefe  readings  axe  to  be  referred  ta  tbo&  which 
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hive  been  corrupted  from,  the  Vulgate,  or  being  them- 
iielves  genuine,  confirm  thpfe  of  the  VuJgate. 
.  3.  The  third  clafs  confifts  of  fuch  as  either  have  been, 
or  at  leaft  are  faid  to  have  been,  completely  and  accu- 
rately: collated.  This  is  fo  difficult  an  undertaking,  and 
requires  not. only: Hich  good  eyes,  but  fo  much  phleg- 
matic patience,  that  we  can  hardly  expeft  to'find  in  cri- 
tical, catalogues,  all  the  variau&jreadings  of  a  manufcript 
\vhich  has  been  only  x)nce  collated.  On  a  new  revifion, 
not  only  omiffions,  but  errors  are  generally  found  in  the 
precedii^  catalogues ;  and  Wetftein,  in  collating  many 
manufcripts  anew,  made  difcoveries  which  had  wholly 
efcaped  the  notice  of  his  predeeeflbrs, 

4.  The  fourth  clafs  confifts  of  fuch  as  have  been  com- 
pletely and  accurately  collated  more  than  once,  of  whofe 
various  readings,  therefore,  we  have  more  reafon  to  ex- 
peft  a  perfeft  catalogue.  But  here  again  we  are  in  dan- 
ger of  falling  into  an  evil,  for  which  the  fifth  clafs  alone, 
which  I  (hall  prefently  mention,  can  afford  a  cure. 
When  various  readings  are  transferred  from  one  critical 
edition  to  another,  as  from  that  of  Gregory  to  Mill's 
edition,  and  from  the  latter  to  thofe  of  Bengel  and 
Wetftein,  it  is  unavoidable  that  the  manufcripts  (hould 
be  fometimes  falfely  named,  at  other  times  various  read- 
ings omitted :  and  as  Wetftein  has  marked  by  cyphers, 
manufcripts  that  in  former  editions  had  been  denoted 
by  the  initial  letters,  be  could  hardly  avoid  f^ubftitut- 
ing,  in  fome  cafes,,  one  figure  inftead  of  another.  Tbefc 
are  inaccuracies,  which  not  only  may,  but  actually  have 
happened.  To  this  muft  be  added,  that  in  one  (Critical 
edition,  perhaps  thofe  manufcripts  only  are  quoted, 
whofe  readings  differ  from  the  text  of  that  edition ;  that 
in  a  fubfequent  edition,  a  different  text  is  cliofen  as  the 
balis,  the  editor  of  which  negledls  to  mention  thofe  ma- 
nufcripts which  differ  from  his  text,,  becaufe  they  coin- 
cide with  that  of  his.  predeceffors ;  whence  it  fpUows,  that 
thpfe.  extrafts,  which  \vt  the  firft  edition  were  accurate 
and  compkte,  are  in  the  following,  edition  not  only  imr 
perfeftj.b^t  fometimes  falfe% 

5'  The 
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5.  The  fifth  clafs,  which  is  by  far  the  moft  valuable, 
coafifts  of  fuch  as  have  been  printed  word  for  word,  and 
form  therefore  an  original,  unmixed  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament.  We  can  boaft  only  of  very  few  manufcripts 
of  this  kind*  Hearne  printed  at  Oxford,  in  1715,  the 
Ads  of  the  Apoftles  in  Grdpk  and  Latin,  from  the  Co- 
dex Laudianus  3. ;  Knittel  has  annexed  to  his  edition 
of  Ulphiks,  p.  53 — 118.  a  Ipopy  of  two  very  ancient 
fragments,  prefcrved  in  the  lil^rary  of•Wolfenbiittel,.the' 
o^e  of  the  four  Gofpels  in  general  %  the  other  of  Sti 
Luke  and  St.  John*;  Woide  printed  in  17.86^  the 
Codex  Alekandrinus,  line  for  line,  with  t3rpes^  call  fox 
that  purpofe,  and  perfeftly  fimilar  to  the  original  ma« 
pufcript ;  and  the  Univerfity  of  Cambridge  has  refolved 
to  publilh,  in  a 'fimilar  manner,  the  Cod.  Cant.  L  ,  or; 
as  it  is  fometimes  called,  the  Codex  Beza?,  the  care  of 
which  is  intrufted  to  Dr.  Kipling,  a  publication*  which 
will  be  thankfully  received  by  every  friend  to  facred 
criticifin^  It  was  the  intention  of  the  Abbe  Spoletti, 
a  few  years  ago,  to  publifti  the  whole  of  the  celebrated 
Codex  Vaticanus,  which  would  likewife  have  been  a 
moft  valuable  acceffion,  fiAce  a  more  important  manu* 
fcript  is  hardly  to  be  found  in  all  Europe.  He  delivered 
for  this  purpofe  a  memorial  to  the  Pope;  btit  the  defign 
was  not  put  into  execution,  either  becaufe  the  Pope  rer 
fufed  his  affent,  or  the  Abbe  abandoned  it  himfelf.  See 
the  Oriient.  BibL  Vol.  XXIL  No.  333.  and  Vol.  XXIIL 
Nq..348^.     .  ^ 

Accuratjj  and  complete  impreflions,  of  fuch  ancient 
And  important  manufcripts^  would  be  of  great  value, 
not  only  in  points  of  criticifm,  but  to  our  religion  itfelf. 
By  thefe  ineans,  very  numerous  errors  might  have  been 
avoided,  and  our  colleftion  of  readings,  which  at  pre-- 
fent  is  very  imperfedt,  might  have  been  rendered  com- 
plete: copies  of  majiufcripts,  printed  like  the  Codejc 
Alexandrinus,  which  perfeftly  refcmbles  the  original, 
would  contribute  in  a  very  enainent  degree  to  the  ad,- 
vancement  of  biblical  criticifm;  and  without  this  affift;- 
j^ace,  we  hav^  reafon  to  fear,  that  in  a  couple  pf  ceotu- 
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fies  our  colleftion  of  headings  will  fall  into  fuch  cofifu- 
fion,  as  to  render  it  neceflary  to  collate  again  the  ma- 
nufcripts  which  have  been  already  examined.  If  feveral 
editions^  like  that  of  Wetftein,  Ihould  hereafter  be  pub- 
lifhed,  it  is  probable  that  fo  much  inaccuracy  will  arife^ 
from  the  errors  of  tranfcribcrs,  and  printers,  that  it  will 
be  always  necefiary  to  have  recourfe  to  the  more  ancient 
editions;  and  even  this  will  be  attended  with  no  abfo- 
hiCc  certainty,  as  it  may  be  difficult  to  determine,  whe* 
thtr  the  nfcw  editor  neglefted  by  miftake  to  quote  a  ma- 
nufcript,  or  whether  he  omitted  it  by  deiign,  as  having 
befen  improperly  quoted  by  the  former  editor.  Examples 
^f  this  nature  I  have  found  in  Wetftein,  where  he  has 
bniitted  readings,  that  are  contained  in  Mill's  edition^ 
without  mentioning  that  Mill  was  miftaken^ 

A  very  valuable  library  might  be  con^pofed  of  the 
impireffions  of  ancient  manufcripts^  which, '  though  too 
ixpeiifive  for  a  private  perfon^  (hould  be  admitted  into 
every  Univcrlity  colleftion,  efpeciaJly  thie  Alexandriiie 
bad  Cambridge  manufcripts,  to  which  I  would  add,  if 
it  were  now  poffiblfc  to  procure  it,  Hearne*s  edition  of 
the  Codex  ikudianus  3.  A  plan  of  this  fort  could  be 
fexecuted  bhly  in  England,  by  a  private  fubTcription^ 
wherb  a  izeal  is  frequently  difplayed  iij  literary  under- 
takings, that  is  unknown  in  other  countries;  ahd  it 
wete  to  be  wifhed  that  the  projeft  were  begun,  before 
Ifeir^h-  of  time  had  rendered  the  manufcripts  illegible^ 
and  the  attempt  therefore  fruitlefs.  Ten  tiiotiiand 
J)ound5  woilild  go  a  great  way  toward  the  fulfilling  of 
this  requ-eft,  if  the  learned  themfelves  did  not  aug-menl 
the  difficulty  of  the  undertaking,  by  adding  their  dwft 
critical  remarks^  and  endeavouring  thereby  to.  redotn- 
4ticnd  their  publications,  rather  than  by  ptefentirig  t^) 
-the  public  a  faithful  copy  of  the  original.  Should  pos- 
terity be  put  in  'pofleffion  of  faithful  impreffibns  trf'im- 
,f)ortaht  manufcripts,  an  acquifitic^  which  Woilld  fen* 
<ler  the  highefl  fervice  to  facred  critidifm,  all  thefe  Cdi- 
-tions  of  the  New  Teftament  ihould  be  regukted^h  tbfe 
-femeplan  as  Hcarne's  edition  of  the  Ads  ot  the  Apcrftfes. 

On 
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On  the  other  hand,  impreffions  of  modern  manufciipts 
would  be  not  only  ufelefs,  but  even  burdenibme,  fuch. 
for  inftancc  as  that  which  Efchenbach  propofed  to  pub- 
lifli,  with  the  addition  of  various  readings  from  fix  other' 
nianufcripts.  We  know  nothing  more  of  it,  than  that 
it  was  broi3ght  from  Conftantinople,  and  written  before 
the  year  1391  :  he  abandoned  however  his defign,  which 
is  no  lofs  to  biblical  criticifm  *. 

Laftiy,  may  be  mentioned  thofe  manufcripts,  from 
which  the  learned  have  given  extrafts,  without  defcfib- 
ing  the  manufcripts  themfelves,  fo  as  to  diftinguifl)  them  • 
from  others.  It  was  the  ancient  mode  of  quoting,  *  to 
fay  fimply,  Codex,  or  Codices ;  and  though  critics  men- 
tioned the  number ^f  manufcripts  which  they  ufed,  yet 
in  the  tjuotation  of  readings,  that  diflered  from  the  com- 
mon text,  they  negleAed  jto  determine  what  particular 
reading  was  taken  from  each  particular  manufcript. 
To  this  clafs  belong  the  twenty- two  manufcripts  col- 
lated by  J.  Matthaus  Caryophilus,  by  order  of  Pope 
Urban  VIII.  namely;  ten  for  the  four  Gpfpels,  eight 
for  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles  and  Epiftles,  and  four  for 
the  Revelation  of  St.  John :  thefe  I  (hall  defcribe  in  the 
fequel,  under  the  title  of  Codices  Barberini,  to  which 
may  be  added  the. Codices  Veleiiani.  It  is  impofTihle 
to  form  an  adequate  judgement  of  readings  extra<^d  in 
this  oiama^r,  becaufe  we  have  not  fufficient  knowledge 
of  the  evidence  itfclf»  and  are  unable  to  decide,  whether 
a  particular  raiding  is  the  refult  of  negligence  in  the 
Wfiter  of  the  manufcript,  whether  it  is  an  intended  cor- 
it^u^fi^  qr  wliether  he  aAually  found  it  in  the  ancient 
copy;,  from  which  he  tranfcribed.  Manufcripts,  col* 
la^4  ^  ^hits  ^anner^,  may  be  confidjered  aimoA  in  th^ 
fame  light  as  thofe  which  have  never  been  collated, 
fince  we^^jiave  no  criterion  to  ^^inguiJOii  them  ixQipL 
others  i.  rand  flbould  they  be  ag^in  applied  to  the  pur«> 
pafes  qf  criticifin,  a  new  collation  would  be  abfolutely 

neceflkry ; 

'  It^Ten.t^RS'tfie'wliole^tw  Tc&ment,  except  the  book  of  Revelation. 
^eSchoenleben^s  Notitia  codicis,  qu^m  Nojrii|^t»crgK  fervat  Hierqtp.  Qt^L 
^bi|er  ab  Efchenbaclu    Norimbei-gae  173d. 
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neceflary :  at  lead,  in  fumming  up  the  number  of  wit- 
nefles,  for  or  againfl  a  reading,  anonymous  manuicript^ 
cannot  be  reckoned,  without  our  being  expofed  to  the 
danger  of  counting  one  and  the  fame  evidence  as  two. 
Every  manufcript^  that  is  jentitled  to  a  voice,  muft 
have  a  name,  or  a  mark  of  dillindion,  were  it  only 
the  title  Codex  meus,  which  the  proprietor  afcribes 
to  it ;  it  is  likewife  neccffary  to  know  the  number  of 
books  which  it  contains^  and  the  place  where  it  was 
kept  at  the  time  pf  collation.  It  is  not  .my  inten- 
tion to  prefcribe  the  rules,  which  ought  to  be  obferved 
by  a  critic  in  his  defcription  of  a  manufcript ;  but  only 
to  mention  thofe  marks  of  diilindion^  which  are  ablb- 
lutely  neceflary,  becaufe  if  they  are  neglefted,  a  manu- 
fcript, though  collated  with  the  utmoil  accuracy,  is 
of  no  more  value  to  poflerity^  than  one  that  has  been 
never  ufe4^ 


S  E  C  T.    V. 

Of  manuferipts  hitherto  uncoHatea>Q\  U'^ 

'A  Defcription  of  all  the  manuferipts  of  the  New 
*7  Teftament,  which  have  nev«r  been  ufed  for  the 
purpofes  of  criticifm,  and  which  lie  buried  in  the  dif- 
ferent libraries  of  Europe,  would  be  a  tafk,  to  which  my 
labilities  are  unequal,  fince,  witlfout  printed  catalogues, 
if  i^^  rmpoflible  to  know  the  treafures  which  each  library 
contains.  An  inquiry  of  this  kihd  would  ht  likewife 
foreign  to  an  IntroduAion  to  the  New  Teftament :  but 
if  a  hterator,  who  hatd  made  a  ftudy  of  thisvbmhch 
of  knowledge,  would  in  a  particular  treatife  favou!^  the 
^bfld  with  his  difcoveries,  we  fliould  derive  from  it 
very  great  advantage,  efpecially  in  the  publication  of  a 
nc\V  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  becaufe  tnapy  vaT 
luable  manuferipts  are  often  neglefted,  for  no  other  rea- 
.fon,  than  that  we  are  unacqy^ififed  with  th(  plac$  iq 
•which  they  are  preferved  \ 

Put 
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But  thofe  which  are  of  little  value,  and  even  fiich  as 
occupy  a  mi(idle  rank,  if  their  readings  coincide  with  the 
common  printed  text,  are  hardly  entitled  to  a  collation ; 
an  augmentation  of  the  number  of  modern  manufcripts, 
vvhofe  evidence  is-generally  the  fame,  is  attended  with  no 
advantage,  and  is  befldes  a  cumbrous  weight  for  every 
critic.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  aflert,  that  every  mo- 
dern manufcript  is  to  be  rejefted  without  examination, 
which  is  neceflary,  in  order  to  fave  others  the  fame 
trouble ;  but  I  mean  to  aflert,  that  our  colleftions  c( 
various  readings  ought  not  to  be  unneceflarily  fwelled, 
and  that  future  editors  might,  without  being  expofed-to 
cenfure,  omit  the  readings  of. inferior  manufcripts,  and 
rf  fuch  as  have  a  general  coincidence. 
.  On  the  contrary,  ancient  and  important  manufcripts, 
which  lie  concealed  in  libraries,  efpecially  in  thofe  oC 
Italy,  deferve  our  particular  attention,  and  none  in  {o 
eminent*  a. manner,  as  thofe  which  are  diflinguifhed  by 
readings,'  that  coincide  with  the  ancient  verfions,  or  the 
quotations  of  the  andent  fathers.  Here  we  have  a  field 
before  Qiijr  eyes,  where  much  remains  to  be  performed. 


SECT.    VI. 


Of  tie  manufcripts  that  have  been  ufed  in  editions  of  the 

Greek  Tejiament  \ 

TVTiLL  and  Bengel  have  noted  their  manufcripts  by 
'*'  initial  letters^  writing  for  iaftance  Al.  forAlexan- 
drinus;  but  leveral  miftakes  have  apifen  in  thcfe  abbrc- 
viationsi  which  Wctftein,  in  his^  Prolegomena,  has 
fometimes  noticed,  and.  correfted^'  He  has  himfelf , 
marked  the  ancient  manufcripts  with  the  letters  A^B.C. 
&c.  and  thofe,  which  he  held  to  be  more  modem,.' with 
cyphers,  from  i  to  1 1 2 ;  a  mode  of  notation  which 
frequently  expofes  us  to  error,  fince  it  is  more  difficult 
for  the  memory  to  retain  the  figures,  which  denote  each 
Punufcript,  than  a|ti  abbreviation  of  th^ir  names ;  and 
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he  hasitndemd  this  difficulty  dill  greater,  by  not  retsun- 
ing  the  fame  marks  thoughout  the  whole  work,  for  his 
ktters  and  figures  have  a  different  meaning  in  the  epif- 
ties  of  St.  Paul,  from  that  which  they  have  in  the  four 
Gofpels;  aftill  different  meaning  in  the  catholic  epifUes, 
and  Afts  of  the  Apofties ;  and,  laftly,  they  are  taken  in 
a  fourth  lenfe,  in  the  book  of  Revelation.  Wetftein, 
¥rho  devoted  his  whole  life  to  the  ftudy  of  thefe  manu- 
fcripts,  might  retain  tliefe  marks  of  diilinAion,  but  it 
k  sdmoft  impoffible  for  his  readers.  Befides,  in  letters 
and  figures,  errors  of  the  prefs  are  more  eafily  commit- 
ted, and  more  difficuk  to  be  drfcovercdand  correfted. 
But  as  Wetftein  is  the  principal  coUedbor  of  various 
readings,  I  diall  mentioa,  in  the  following  catak!>gue, 
the  figut>es  by  which  be  has  noted  each  manufcript.  Dr. 
Semler,  ifi  the  third  volume  of  his  Introduftion  to  the 
interpretation  of  the  Bible,  has  delivered  maiiy  <^ierva- 
tions  ^on  thefe  manufcripts ;  but  as  I  have  not  fufficient 
time  to  examine  whether  his  <}uotations  ure  accurate,  I 
Can  mak«  no  ufe  of  his  titerary  labours  *. 

•  Moil  of  tbemafnufcripts,  whidi  I  ihall  d^ciibe  in  this 
fe<flion,  have  been  quoted  and  defcribed  by  Wetftein ;  a 
great  part  therefore  is  nothing  more  than  an  extrad 
from  his  Prolegomena.  But  in  order  to  take  up  as 
little  room  as  poflible,  I  Ihall  avoid  making  references, 
mther  to  bis  Prolegomena  or  thofe  of  Mill,  becaufe 
each  manufcript  may  be  eafily  found,  by  referring  to 
their  indexes. 

'  1.  Alexandtious,  wiaiohis  noted  by  the  letter  A.  in 
all  the  Jbur  pants  ^f  Wel!fkm's  reditkm  of  the  Greek 
Tddamcnt.  As  it  iwould  *  be  Jnconveaient  .td  interweave 
the  additional  matter,  which  I  have  at  prefent  to  com- 
tdaaiAtjt^  into  the  tdefeription,  wbicfa  I  have  already 
girvtn  of  this  mamcifcript.  in  the  tihird  {edition,  the  M- 
Idwiiag  account  isiwsitten  isidependentlyrof  theibrmer, 
itfaidi  l  will  iubjoan  ai  the  end  ^  this  tdefeription^  as  it 
ooDtaiixs  a  Tariety  of  ip^tesiais  -which  nuty  be  ufefiil  to 

Ibe  rpa»dmv .       ^  ^     •      .„ 

Cynilus 
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Cyrillus  Lucaris,  a  native  of  Crete,  and  Patriarch  of 
Conftantinople,  whofe  life  has  been  written  by  Smith, 
in  di  book  entitled  De  vita,  ftudio,  geftis,  et  martyrio 
Cyrilli  Lucaris,  and  briefly  defcribed  by  W6ide,  in  the 
ninth  paragraph  of  his  Prolegomena  to  the  edition  of  thii 
manufcript,  prefented  this  MS-  to  Charles  I.  in  1628, 
by  his  ambaiiador  in  Conftantinople.  It  was  depofited 
in  1753,  in  the  Britifh  Mufeum,  with  the  reft  of  the 
royal  library,  an  account  of  which  may  be  leen  ia 
Woide's  Prolegomena,  ^16.  Various  difputes  have 
arifen,  with  refped  to  its  antiquity,  whence  it  tva$ 
brought,  where  it  was  written,  and  its  ttal  value.  Some 
critics  have  beftowed  on  it  all  poffibte  commendation, 
while  it  has  been  depreciated  in  an  equal  d^ee  hj 
others  j  nor  has  the  honeft  donor,  Cyrillus  Lucaris  him- 
felf  been  left  unattacked,  efpecially  by  Wetftein,  who 
was  one  of  its  moft  ftreniious  adverfaries. 

Cyrillus  procured  the  manufcript  in  Egypt,  though 
this  was  doubted  by  Wetftein,  becaufe  Matthaus  Mut* 
tis,  who  was  ordained  deacon  by  Cyrillus,  had  faid  that 
it  came  from  Mount  Athos.  But  Wetftein*s  objeSions 
have  been  fully  anfwered  by  Woide,  in  the  ii*\  12*\ 
and  ij*"*  paragraphs  of  bis  Prolegomena  ^  According 
to  all  the  accounts  which  Cyrillus  had  received,  it  was 
likewifc  written  in  Egypt,  which  is  confirmed  by  the 
(^rai^erift:4c  marks  of  the  manufcrijpt  rtfelf,  not  except*^ 
tag  thofe  whicb  relate  to  its  orthography,  as  will  appear 
from  my  former  defcription,  and  from  the  33**  p^ra- 
gniph  of  Woide*s  Preface,  who  has  found  in  it  certain 
pcriats  which  the  Copts  ufually  placed  over  particular 
letters.  But  fome  ^f  his  arguy&ents  are  not  convincing*, 
for  i^nfknce,  that  which  he  derives  from  the  exchange 
between  «  and  «»,  an  etror  which  is  found  in  many  ma^ 
Aufcripfts,  and  to  be  ^plaiaed  on  tlie  principle  of  an 
Itacifm.  But  I  ^an  fet  no  realfon  wfa&tloeva-  to  doubt 
ih^t  this  mtovffctfpt^  which  takes  its  'naime  from  Alex** 
itvdria,  w^s  feaUy  writ«eA  in  Egypt  ^  According  to  % 
Greek  fubfcriptiofe,  that  iwa^^Mrnaerly  vifible  in  thw  ma- 
imfcriiA)  though  at  pteksA  -dB^u^,  it  msl&  writtea^ 

Thccla, 
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Thccla,  an  Egyptian  lady  of  high  rank,  who  lived  foen 
after  the  council  of  Nicsea* ;  in  the  Arabic  fubfcription 
Ihe  is  called  the  Martyrefs  Thecla,  which  is  a  manifeft 
error,  becaule  the  Martyrefs  Thecla  is  placed  in  the  time 
of  St.  Paul  ^.     It  is  very  poffible,  that  a  perfon  of  the 
name  of  Thecla  may  have  written,  if  not  the  whole,  at 
icaft  apart  of  it,  though  we  can  place  little  dependence 
on  fuch  traditions  of  former  fubfcriptions  ;.but  that  the 
copyift  lived  as  long  ago  as  the  council  of  Nicsea,  is 
wholly  incredible,  for  the  manufcript  cannot  poflibly  be 
fo  ancient.     Woide,  who  has  hjmielf  tranfcribed  and 
publiflied  it,  and  muft  therefore  be  better  acquainted 
with  it  than  any  other  perfon,  aiftrts,  in  the  zS'**  para- 
graph of  his  Preface^  that  it  was  written  by  two  different 
copyifts :  he  has  obferved  evcji  a  difference  in  the  ink, 
and,  what -is  of  more  importance,  even,  in -the  ftrokes  of 
the  letters.     If  the  three  principal  parts  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  diftinguiflhed  in  this  manufcript,  ,by  a 
difference  in  the  hand- writing*  the  obfervation  of  Griefs 
bacli,  which  I  ftiall  fHT^fently  mentioi},.would  be  of  great 
importance ;  but  the  pl^ce,  where  the  one  ceafes,  and 
the  other  commences,  i^  ^n  the  middle ^ 

Itis  written  with  uncial  letters,  without  marks  of 
afpiration,  accents,  or  intervals  bejw^eji  the  words. 
This  0iews  its  high  antiqijity,  and' that  it, w^s. not  writ* 
ten  fo  late  as  tlje  tenth ^^ptury,  which,  fome  of  its. ad- 
verfarics  have  afferted,.  Of  the  points  aonexe4  to  cert 
tain  letters,  which  before  94)peared  unintelligiblei  of  th§ 
large  initial  l^ttprs,  which  are  fometimes' placed ^in  a  very 
extraordinary,  mannerj  of  the  abbreviations,  of  which 
however  th^re  are  very  few^,  &c.  a  full  account  may  be 
leenin  Wojde's  Preface,  who  has  given  a  very  accurate 
defcription  of  the  manufqript  in  gej^er^  ".  It  confift$ 
of  fpiir  folios,  three. of  which  contain  tiie..Qid  Tefta- 
mentMStpd  the  fpvwtbi  the  New : Tefen^At,  Seethe 
account  taken  ffotn  Xh^  .third  edition,  and  the  fae 
iimile  of  Luke  xyii.  4rplaced,  in  Woide'5  edition,  be- 
tween the  lift  of  fubicribers  and  the  preface.  Woide 
b^s  likewife  4ef?ribed  tlie  $:hafm5  inore  accurately  tha© 

...    ..;  |wa^ 
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I  was  able  to  do  in  the  preceding  edition  of  this  Intro- 
dudion. 

That  the  antiquity  of  cur  manufcript  cannot  be  pre* 
cifely  determined;  that  thufe  who  refer  it  to  the  fourth- 
century,  afcribe  to  it  too  great  an  age,  and  tl:at  they  who 
place  it  in  the  tenth  make  it  on  the  other  hand  by  far  too 
modern,  as  appears  from  the  form  of  the  letters  and  the 
general  character  of  the  manufcript  itfclf,  will  be  obferv* 
ed  in  the  defcription  taken  from  the  third  edition,  where 
I  have  examined  the  arguments  for  and  againft  its  anti- 
quity* Whoever  would  examine  this  fubjefl  with  ftiU 
greater  accuracy,  may  confult  Woide's  Preface  ",  §41—* 
59.  who  has  likewife  examined  the  arguments  of  the 
patrons  and  adverfaries  of  its  antiquity,  without  having 
feen  what  I  had  written  on  this  matter  in  the  third  edi- 
tion of  this  Introduction'*.  The  refult  of  my  inquiries 
was  the  following ;  that  the  limits  of  the  period  in  which 
it  was  written,  cannot  be  confined  to  a  fpace  that  is  left 
than  two  hundred  years  :  it  cannot  polCbly  be  more  an- 
cient than  the  fixth  century,  and  I  would  hardly  venture 
to  place  it  in  that  early  age ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it 
is  equally  impoffible  that  it  (hould  be  more  modern  thaa 
the  eighth  century.  I  would  not  allow  it  therefore  the 
foremoft  rank  among  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
tament,  not  even  in  refpeft  to  its  antiquity ;  nor  would 
I  denote  it  by  the  firft  letter  of  the  a:p:iabet,  as  Wetftein 
has  done,  (though  in  other  refpefts  he  is  no  admirer  of 
this  manufcript)  an  honour  to  which  it  is  as  little  en- 
titled in  refpeft  to  its  internal  excellence,  and  the  va*- 
lue  of  its  readings  '^  ^ 

Thefe,  which  are  the  principal  objeft  of  our  inquiry, 
remain  to  be  examined.  It  appears^  from  what  has  been 
faid  above, that  our  manufcript  has  been  greatly  and  un*- 
juftly  cenfured  by  fome,  while  others  have  been  equally 
lavifh  in  their  praifes.  The  principal  charge  which  has 
been  laid  to  it,  a  charge  chiefly  propagated  by  Wetftein, 
is,  that  it  Latinizes,  or,  that  it  has  been  altered  from  the 
Latin  verfion ;  and  becaufe  the  coincidence  is  very  \e- 
quent,  ~the  accuiation  found  general  credit*    It  m.£  l.t 

be 
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be  fufficient  to  refer  my  readers  to  what  I  have  faki  on 
this  fubjedt  in  general,  in  the  third  fedionof  this  chap^ 
ter;  but  as  this  pianufcript  is  of  fome  importance,  it  is 
fieceilary  to  examine  the  charge  which  has  been  laid  to 
it  in  particular**. 

As  it  appears,  from  all  the  accounts  which  wc  have 
been  able  to  gather,  that  it  was  written  in  Egypt,  and 
probably  in  Alexandria  itfelf,  it  is  incredible  that  a  tran- 
lcriber,^ho  lived  in  that  country, ftiould  have  altered  the 
Greek  text  from  a  Latin  verfion.  Egypt  belonged  not 
to  the  Latin,  but  to  the  Greek  diocefe ;  and  Latin  was 
not  underftood  there,  except  by  thofe  who  had  learnt  it 
as  a  learned  language.  If  we  have  recourfe  to  the  ex- 
amples that  are  allied  as  proofs,  we  ihall  find  ftill  lefs 
reafon  to  believe  that  the  charge  is  grounded^  for  the 
pretended  Latinizing readingsare  found  not  only  in  other 
Greek  manufcripts,  but  in  ancient  verfions.  One  of  the 
itrongeft  proofs,  and  which  formerly  appeared  to  me  of 
fome  importance,  is  the  infertion  of  hi^^  9rv(u/x«Toc  ayiv, 
Aifts  iv.  25.  a  reading  found  in  the  Vulgate;  fo  that  the 

text  of  the  Cod.  Al.  is  o  r^  wxr^oq  ijjxuv  h^  misv/AATo^  QfTfin 
ro/ukaroc  AaCi^  wmioq  ffv  %iiFm,  Now  it  is  evident  that  the 
words  in  queftion  arc  inferted  in  an  improper  place ;  but 
what  reaibn  is  there  to  fuppofe  that  they  were  interpolated 
from  the  Latin  in  particular  ?  Many  other  manufcripts 
quoted  by  Wetftein  have  the  fame  words,  and  likewife 
improperly  infarted,  to  which  may  be  added  the  Mofcow 
maxniibript  *'  noted  1,  which  was  certainly  not  altered 
£rom  the  Latm :    its  rieading  is  0  Si»  ra  vccr^o^  f^fAuu  » 

wv$vf/uari  ayita  frofiarog  AoL^ii  rrotiioq  (fh.     The  (kme  WOrds 

.are  found  in  the  old  Syriacand  Coptic  verfions,  though 
in  a  more  proper  place ;  but  in  the  new  Syriac  they  are 
inferted  with  the  feme  impropriety  as  in  the  Alexandrine 
tnanufcript  **.  If  therefore  our  manufcript  has  been  cor- 
jrupted  from  a  verfion,  it  is  more  reafoqable  to  fufped 
the  Coptic,  the  verfion  of  the  country  in  which  it  was 
written.  We  find  likewife  in  the  Coptic  thfe  very  fame 
inverfion  of  the  particle  /ah,  i  Cor.  viii*  8.  which  gives 
4idijBerent,.and.evena  better  fenie  than  the  -comrnQn 
*  textj 
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tQxt ;  Damely,  the  Coptic  and  Cod.  Al.  ha^c  «Tf  70^  f«» 

Now  as  this  inverfion  is  l^cewife  found  in  fome  Latin 
manufcripts,  it  Teems  as  if  they  had  been  altered  from 
the  Egyptian  edition.  I  have  obferved  in  general  a  re*» 
markable  coincidence  between  this  manufcript  and  the 
two  following  verfions. 

I .  The  Coptic.  For  inftance,  it  is  the  only  manu- 
fcript now  extant  that  has  the  reading  of  the  Coptic  ver- 
iion'^,  IPX  Kotux;ficuft,xif  i  Cor*  xiii.  3.  a  reading  which 
in  the  time  of  Jerom  was  found  in  leveral  manufcripts. 
This  coincidence  is  fuch^  a^  might  be  expefted  from  a 
manufcript  written  in  Egypt. 

X.'  The  Syriac,  the  evidence  of  which  agrees  in  num- 
berlefs  infkances  with  that  of  our  manufcript.  But  I 
will  feleft  only  a  few  readings  of  the  Syriac,  which  aie 
found  either  in  the  Cod.  Al.  alone,  or  at  the  utmoft  in 
one  or  two  other  manufcripts.  For  inftance,  the  Syriac 
verfion  and  the  Cod.  Al.  alone  omit  axxa,  Mark  vii.  8. 
add  £7ri  after /uw»fTUf»ri,  Afts  xiv.  3.  andhaveJf^ieCoXs^^ 
for  AgioX«£»f,  Afts  xxiii.  23.  The  Syriac  and  the  Cod. 
Al.  with  oiie  or  two  other  manufcripts,  have  »ut«c  foe 
aura;,  A<5ts  X.  48.  omit  the  fecond  xai,  xii.  25.  have  avroic 
for  Aimi,  xxi.  4.  and  cvn  If^croXu/itoK  for  w  Ij^ f)r9Xu/A0ic> 
xxvi.  4.  which  makes  fome  alteration  in  the  fenie^.  See 
the  Curas  in  Aft.  Apoft.  Syriacos,  p.  152. 

Grieibach  has  ob&rved  that  this  manufcript  follow^* 

three  different  editions,  the  Byzantine  in  the  Gofpcls^ 

where  its  readings  are  of  the  leaft  value,  the  Weftern 

edition  in  the  Aits  of  the  Apeoftles,  and  the  Catholic 

epiftles  which  £drm  the  middle  divifion  of  this  manu* 

icript,  and  the  Alexandrine  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  **. 

The  transcriber  therefore  copied  the  three  parts  of  the 

Greek  Teftament  imox  tkuee  diiSerent  manufcripts,  ef 

three  different  leditions.     If  this  aflertion  be  true,  which 

I  really  bdiero,  though  I  hasre  not  examined  k  myfelf, 

it  is  impoffible  to  pBOAOunoea^^nend  judgement  on  this 

xnanuicript. 

If  I  had  aoy  chaige  to  lay  to  the  Cod.  Alexaa^inus^ 

it 
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it  fiiould  be  the  following,  that  Tome  of  its  readings 
have  the  appearance  of  fcholia,  or  even  correftions  of 
the  literati  of  Alexandria, .  For  inftance  Rom.  ii.  5. 
artetir^itaiTMi "  for  «lroxA^ut|/£u;,  a  reading  found  in  no 
other  manufcript ;  but  I  am  unable  to  produce  other 
examples,  though  I  have  met  with  feveral,  becaufc  I 
have  neglefted  to  note  them. 

No  manufcript  has  been  more  frequently  and  more 
accurately  collated,  and  there  was  reafon  to  nippofe  that 
the  laft  extrafts,  which  were  made  by  Wetftein  would 
have  rendered  future  labours  of  this  kind  fuperfluous; 
but  we  are  informed  by  Woide,  in  the  25***  paragraph  of 
his  preface,  that  Wetftein  has  been  guilty  of  feveral  omif- 
iions  and  feveral  erroi*s,  and  has  fometimes  admitted 
into  his  coUeftion  of  readings  the  miftakes  which  had 
been  made  by  Mill  j  a  circumftance  which  Woide  ex- 
plains, on  the  fuppofition  that  Wetftein,  after  he  had 
collated  the  manufcript  himfelf,  compared  his  own  ex- 
trafts  with  thofe  of  Mill,  and  fupplied  his  own  deficien- 
cies  from, the  latter,  becaufe  he,  believed  them  to  be 
accurate. 

"  ^   We  are  now  in  poffeffion  of  a  perfeft  Impreffion  of 

this  manufcript,  which  is  accompanied  with  fo  complete 

and  fo  critical  a  colleftion  of  various  readings,  as  is  hardly 

^to  be  expefted  from  the  edition  of  any  other  manufcript. 

Dr.  Woide  publiftied  it  in  1 786,  with  types  caft  for  that 

purpofe,  Jine  for  line,  without  intervals  between  the 

words,  as  in  the  manufcript  itfelf:  the  copy  isfoperfed: 

a  refemblance  of  the  original,  that  it  may  fupply  it's 

j)lace  :  its  title  is  Novum  Teftamentum  Grsecum  e  co- 

dice  MS.  Alexandrine  qui  Londini  in  bibliotheca  Mufei 

Britannici  aflervatur  defcriptum  ;  it  is  a  very  fplendid 

'folio,  and;  the  preface  of  the  learned  editor  contains 

an, accurate  defcription  of  the  manyfcript,  with  an  ex:- 

adt  lift  of  all  its  various  readings,  that  takes  up  no  lefs 

than  eighty-nine  p^es,  and  each  reading  is  accompa- 

^niedwith.a  reniark,  in  which  is  given  an  account  of 

what  his  predeceflbrs  Junius,  Walton,  Fell,  Mill,  Grabe 

'  ^and  Wetfteirf  had  performed,  or  negledcd, 

:  Defcrip* 
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Defcription  of  the  Codex  AlexundrinuSy  as  it  flood  in  the  third 

edition  of  this  IntroduBion. 

My  readers  will  excufe  me,  if  I  treat  of  this  manu- 
fcript  in  a  very  prolix  manner,  becaufe  the  opinions 
which  have  been  formed  of  it,  have  material  influence  in 
our  criticifms  on  the  New  Teftament.  ^   For,  as  it  varies 
from  the  common  printed  text  more  than  mofl  other 
manufcripts,  and  in  fuch  cafes  often  agrees  with  the 
Latin  verfion,  the  authority  of  the  latter  inuft  increafe, 
and  that  erf"  the  common  Greek  text  diminilh,  if  tlie 
Alexandrine  manufcript  be  entitled  to  the  commenda- 
tions which  have  been  bellowed  on  it  by  Mill,  Bentley, 
Bengej,  and  the  greateft  number  of  Proteftant  writers. 
Mill  fays  of  it,  §  1338,  that  the  church  has  been  in  pof= 
feffion  of.  nothing  more  valuable  during  the  lafl  1200 
years,  and  §134!)  that  as  this  is"  the  oldeft  manufcript 
now  extant,  it  appears  that  no  one  *  ab  ipfis  fere  canonis 
incunabulis'  has  contained  a  more  true  text  of  the  writ- 
ings of  the  ApofUes.     Bengel,  in  the  ^%^  fedtion"  of 
his  Introdudiio  in  crifin  N.  T.  has  maintained  the  fbl-^ 
lowing  pofition,  Alexandrini  codicis  et  Latinae  verfionis 
collatio  unam,  breviffimam,  certiflimam,  et  facillimam 
decidendi  rationem,  partim  fubminiftrat,  partim  ad  earn 
deducit.   Thefe  words,  which  feem  to  cobvey  more  thaa 
IS  confiftent  with  the  truth,  and  are  generally  under- 
ftood  in  a  fenfe  that  the  writer  did  not  intend  to  exprefi, 
he  has  explained  in  hisTraftatio  de  iinceritate  N.  T. 
His  meaning  is,  not  that  thofe  readings  are  neceflarily 
genuine,  in  which  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  coincides 
with  the  Latin  verfion,  but  that  the  foregoing  rule  may 
be  confidered  as  a  mean  of  quieting  the  confciences  of 
thofe  who  wilh  to  clear  up  doubts  in  their  own  minds^ 
>yithout  entering  into  the  difficulties  of  facred  criticifm. 
For  he  fays,  that  both  thefe  reibitfces  extend  to  the  whole 
of  the  New  Teftam^ent,  that  the  Latin  verfion  is  under- 
ftood  by  every  man  of  edtication,  and  that  the  Alexan- 
drine manufcript  has'  been  very  accurately  collated.    He 

has 

■  P.  yyy,  of  the  ojld  •dition^  p.  ^.  of  the  new. 
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has  likewife  no  objeftion  to  the  fubltitution  of  another 
manufcript  and  anotlier  verfion  to  the  two  above-men- 
tioned, as  the  means  of  difcovering  the  true  reading. 
Bengel  himfelf  became  a  critic  through  fcrupies  of  con- 
fcience  ",  and  he  wiftied  to  fupply  others, .  who  were  in 
the  fame  lituation,  with  rules  that  might  contribute  ta 
their  relief.  But. if  it  be  true,  as  fome.  have  aflertedy 
that  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  has  been  altered  from 
the  Latin,  -this  rule  of  Bengel  would  lead  rather  to  error 
than  to  truth. 

A  manufcript  that  has  fo  much  influence  on  facred 
criticifm,  defer ves  to  be  treated  more  at  large ;  but  all 
that  I  can  advance  is  only  a  fmall  part  of  that  which  has 
teen  written  by  other  men  of  learning  on  this  fubjeft. 
The  accounts  which  have  been  given  in  detached  paf- 
fages  by  Hody,  in  his  treatife  de  bibliorum  textibus 
criginalibus,  by  Grabe,  in  his  Prolegomena,  to  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  and  by  Lee,  in  his  Notitiacodicis  Alexandrini% 
TQlate  chiefly  to  the  Greek  text  of  the  Old  Teftament, 
but  they  may  be  of  ufe  in  forming  a  judgement  of  the 
manufcript  in  general,  and  of  its  antiquity  in  particular. 
In  oppofition  to  Grabe^s  Notitia,  Cafimir  Oudin  pub- 
liflied  at  Leyden,  in  1 7 1 7,  Trias  Diflertationum  Criti- 
carum,  in  which  he  argues  againft  the  antiquity  of  the- 
Codex  Alex,  and  contends  that  it  was  written  fo  late  as 
the  tenth  century,  for  the  ufe  of  a  nionaftery  belonging 
to  the  order  of  Acoemets,     But  this  treatife  appears  to 
have  been  written  partly  to  ferve  the  turn  of  a  book- 
feller,  and  to  promote  the  fale  of  Bos's  edition  of  the 
Septuagint,  which  followed,  or  pretended  to  fojlow,  the 
text  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus,  partly,  as  Schulze  fuppofes, 
through  perfonal  enmity  to  Grabe.  Hichtel  in  his  Exer- 
citatio  critica  de  antiquitate  et  proeftantia  codicis  Ro- 
mani  prse  Alexandrino,  publiftied  at  Jena  in  1734,  fides 
.with  Oudin;  Schulze,  on  the  contrary,  or  his  refpon- 

dent. 

•  \  '     '  - 

*  See  his  Apparatus  Criticus,  p.  ;ro3.  of  the  t^  edition,  and  RathicfT.s 
^Hiftory  of  the  Xiterati  now  living,  VI.  p.  429*'. 

o  The  treatifes  both  of  Grabe  and  Lee  arc  printed  ia  Brekinger'^ 
edition  of  the  Septuagint. 
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dent  Dietelmaier,  in  a  tliefis  publiflied  at  Halle  in  1 739, 
under  the  title  Differtatio  qua  antiquitas  codicis  Alexan- 
drini  vindicatur  novoque  argumento  confirmatur,  carries 
its  antiquity  fo  high  as  the  fourth  century,     Bengel  has 
greatly  extolled  it  in  the  32**  feilipn  of  his  Introduftio 
in  crifin  N*  T.  but  my  late  father,  in  the  106***  (eftibn 
of  his  Tra6tatio  de  variis  leftionibus  N.  T.  caute  colli- 
gendis,  has  made  feveral  objeftions  to  that  pofition  of 
Bengel  which  I  quoted  above ;  and  at  the  fame  time 
contended  that  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  was  not  free 
from  alterations  from  the  Latin.     To  the  objeftions  of 
my  father,  Bengel   replied  in  the  10     and  iv^  fedtions 
of  his  Traftatio  de  finceritate  N.  T.  Graeci  tuend^.    But 
no  one  has  taken  fo  much  pains  to  depreciate  this  ma- 
nufcript as  Wetftein,  in  his  Prolegomena**.     Laftly, 
Dr.  Semler  has  treated  of  this  manufcript  in  a  thefis, 
which  was  the  fubjed:  of  a  difputation  at  which  he  pre- 
fided,  publilhed  at  Halle  in  1759,  and  entitled  Con- 
je^ftune  de  astate  codices  Alexandrini ;  for  though  the 
thefis  was  drawn  up  by  the  refpondent,  it  is  certain  that 
the  aflertions  and  difcoveries  which  it  contains  are  to  be 
afcribed  to  Semler  himfelf  *\    As  fo  many  of  the  learned 
have  employed  their  pens  on  this  manufcript,  various 
conjedures  have  been  unavoidably  made,  that  reft  on 
unliable  ground ;  and  thofe  critics  efpecially,  who  draw 
their  arguments  for  its  antiquity,  and  country,  from  the 
internal  evidence  of  the  text  itfelf,  feem  to  forget  that 
it  muft  have  been  copied  from  one  that  was  ftill  more 
•ancient.  Th^  tokens  of  antiquity  thprefore,  which  Jhey 
find  in  the  text,  and  which  are  likewife  alleged  as  proofs 
of  its  having  been  written  in  Egypt,  may  be  ufed  as 
arguments,  .that  the  ancient  manufcript,  of  which  the 
Alexandrine  is  a  copy,  was  written  in  that  age  and  in 
that  country,  but  they  lead  to  no  pofitive  conclufion  iu 
regard  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  itfelf.     This  veryjuft 
remark  was  made,  by  Dr,  Semler  j  but  a  partiality  for 
this  celebrated  manufcript  has  been  the  reafon  that  many 
of  its  friends  have  contented  themfelves  with  very  unfa- 
tijfadory  replies. 

N  2  Cyrillus 
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Cyrillus  Lucaris,  Patriarch  of  Conftantinople,  well 
known  in  the  ccclefiaftlcal  annals  of  the  laft  ccnturyi^ 
whofe  partiality  for  the  church  of  England  drew  on  him 
the  hatred  of  the  catholics,  which  ended  with  his  death, 
fent  it  as  a  prefcnt  to  Charles  I.  by  the  hands  of  his  am- 
baflador  at  the  Porte,  Sir  Thomas  Roe,     In  this  manner- 
it  came  to  England,'  and  it  acquired  the  title  Alexan* 
drinus,  becaufe  Cyrillus  was  faid  to  have  brought  it  from 
Alexandria,  where   he  had  been  Patriarch.     Wetftein 
doubted  the  truth  of  this  relation,  and  believed  it  to 
have  been  taken  from  one  of  the  two-and- twenty  monaf- 
teries  on  mount  Athos,    on    the  credit  of  Matthaeus 
Muttis,  deacon  of  Cyrillus^  who  gave  this  account  to  J. 
Rudolph  Wetftein  the  elder.  But  Cyrillus  himfelf,  in  the 
words,  which  I  (hall  prefently  quote,  defcribes  it  as 
having  been  found  in  Egypt,  and  relates  that^  when  the 
Chriftian  religion  was  extirpated  in  Egypt,,  the  name  of 
Thecla  was  erafed  from  the  end  of  the  manufcript^    Now 
it  is  reafonable  to  fuppafe  that  Cyrillus  muft  have  been 
better  acquainted  with  the  place,  from  which  the  ma- 
nufcript  was  brought,  than  his  deacon  Muttis*^.    But 
the  queftion, where  Cyrillus  found  it,  is  of  lefs  importance 
than  that,  where  it  was  written:  and  offtill  lefs  confe- 
quence  the  inquiry,  which  has  been  made  by  many  of 
the  learned,  whether  Cyrillus  obtained  it  by  purdiafe, 
or  by  prcfent. 

Thpugh  Wetftein  has  made  it  doubtful,  whether  the 
title  Alexandrine  is  due  to  this  manufcript  in  one  fenfe 
cf  the  word,  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  juftly  entitled  to 
it  in  another,  for  he  is  perfuaded  from  certain  internal 
marks*  that  it  was  written  at  Alexandria*  This  contro- 
verfy  is  rendered  important  by  the  circumflance,  that  the 
country  of  this  manufcript  has  material  influence  on  the 
queftion,  whether  it  latinizes  or  not  j  for  many  contend 
that  this  is  hardly  tobe  expeded  in  a  manufcript  written 
in  Egypt,  while  others>  efpecially  Dr*  Semler>  have  en- 
deavoured to  (hew  at  leaft  its  poffibiiity*^  I  confefs 
that  J  am.  of  the  fame  opinion,  becaufe  the  inquiry  turns 
not  fo  much  on  the  Codex  Alexandrinus^  as.  on  the 
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•nore  ancient  manufcript,  of  which  this  is  a  copy,  For 
if  this  ancient  manufcript  latinized,  the  Cod.  Alex. 
muflrdo  the  fame,  in  whatever  country  it  was  written  : 
and  jBnce  it  is  by  no  means  neceffary,  that  books  con- 
ftantly  remain  in  the  feme  country,  and  they  may  be 
transferred  from  one  library  to  another,  it  is  poflible  that 
latinizing  copies  were  brought  from  Italy  or  the  Weft  of 
Africa  into  Egypt  or  Greece ;  a  faithful  tranfcript  there- 
fore from  any  one  of  thefe  would  likewife  latinize, 
though  written  in  Conftantinople,  Greece,  or  Egypt. 
Befides,  the  Coptic  and  Sahidic  verfions  have  a  ftriking 
coincidence  with  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  which  is  like- 
wife  faid  to  latinize ;  if  therefore  a  manufcript  had  been 
altered  front  the  Coptic  verfion,  it  would  appear  to  do 
the  fam^. 

That  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  was  written  in  Egypt, 
the  following  appears  to  me  to  afford  a  very  probable 
argument.  Ezekiel  xxvii.  18.  both  in  the  Hebrew  and 
Greek  text,  the  Tyrians  are  faid  to  have  fetched  their 
wine  from  Chelbon,  ix  ;^6xC«v ;  that  is,  as  Bochart  ex- 
|dains  it  in  his  Hierozoicon  Tom.  I.  p.  485,  486.  from 
Chalybon.  But  as  Chalybon,  though  celebrated  for  its 
wine,  was  unknown  to  the  writer  of  this  manufcript, 
he  has  altered  it,  by  a  fanciful  conjefture,  of  which  we 
ftnd  many  inftances,  to  oivov  «  x*Cf  wv,  wine  from  He- 
bron. The  impropriety  of  the  alteration  is  manifeft, 
becaufe  the  fubjeft  relates  to  the  produce  of  Damafcus  5 
but  it  was  probably  made  by  an  Egyptian  copyift,  be- 
caufe Egypt,  which  has  itfelf  very  few  vineyar4s,  was 
formerly  iupplied  with  wine  from  Hebron,  whence^at  this 
very  day  are  yearly  imported  into  Egypt  at  leaft  a  hun- 
dred tuns  of  Dibs,  or  grape-honey. 

To  the  foregoing  remarks  may  be  added  what  Woidc 
has  mentioned  in  a  letter  dated  April  21,  1772.  Hav-» 
ing  collated  a  Sahidic  verfion  of  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles 
for  his  Coptic  Lexicon,  he  found  that  the  characters  of 
the  Sahidic  manufcript  greatly  refembled  thofe  of  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus,  efpecially  in  that  leaf  of  the  Alex- 
Wdriiie  manufcript  which  contains  the  catalogue  of  the 

K  3  books 
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books  of  the  whole  Bible,  where  the  letters  are  fome^ 
what  larger,  and  not  fo  round  as  in  the  text  itfelf ;  or 
when  thofe  pages  of  the  Sahidic  manufcript  be  examined 
that  are  written  with  care,  in  which  the  fimilarity  is 
greater  than 'where  they  appear  to  have  been  written  in 
hafte.     (See  likewife  Woide's  preface  §  33.) 

The  manufcript  confifts  of  four  volumes,  the  three 
firft  of  which  contain  the  Old  Tcflament,  the  fourth 
the  New  Teftament  together  with  the  firft  epiftle  of 
Clement  to  the  Corinthians,  and  a  fragment  ofthefe- 
cond.  In  the  New  Teftament,  which  alone  is  the  objeft 
of  our  prefent  inquiry,  is  wanting  the  beginning  as  far  as 
Matth.  'xxv.  6.  0  vu|u,^»of  «fx*^a»,  likewife  from  John  vi. 
.50,  toviii.-52.  and  from  2  Cor.  iv.  13.  to  xii.  7*^  It 
.  mull  likewife  be  obferved,  that  the  Pfalms  are  preceded 
by  the  epiftle  of  Athanafius  to  Marcellinus,  and  fallowed 
by  a  catalogue**,  containing  thofe,  which  arg  to  be  ufcd 
in  prayer  for  each  hour,  both  of  the  day  and  of  the  night ; 
alfo  by  fourteen  hymns,  partly  apocryphal,  partly  bibli- 
cal, the  eleventh  of  which  is  an  hymn  in  praife  of  the 
•  Virgin  Mary,entitled  wfo(rfu;^u  fAoc^ixg  rtt;  S-eoroxs :  further 
the  Hypothefes  Eufebii  are  annexed  to  the  Pfalms,  and 
his  Canones  to  the  Gofpels.  It  is  true  that  this  has  no 
immediate  reference  to  the  New  Teftament,  but  may 
have  influence  indeterminingthe  antiquity  of  the  manu-' 
fcript  itfelf. 

It'  has  neither  accents  nor  marks  of  afpiration %  it  is 
written  with  capital,  or  as  tLey  arc  called,  uncial  ktters, 

and 

n  Grabe  fays,  eos  in  primis  quidem,  Genefeos,  capitibas  recentior 
manus  adpinxit:   prima  vero  librarii  manus  per  totum  codicem  raiius 

-  addfdit.  It  were  to  be  wiAied  that  he  had  noted  thofe  inflances,  where 
the  firft  copyift  has  added  -thefe.  marks,  for  if  they  are  really  notes  of 
afpiration,  they  muft  have  inBtience  in  determining  the  antiquity  of  the 

.  manufcript,  as  well  as  on  other  queftions.  But  Mill  is  of  a  contrary 
•pinion,  for  heiay«,  §  1340,  notnlas  iis  haud  abfimiles,  quibus  fpirifam 
iMnn  repnf  fentant  grammatici,  quae  hie  fubinde  occuirunt,  idque  ad 
finem  vocum,  aut  fupra  literas  confonantes,  inter  lufus  calami  liabendas 
cenfeo.  Now  it  would  not  have  been  improper,  if  in  the  copper-piatc^ 
that  have  been  given  of  the  letters  of  this  manu{cript  fome  notice  ha4 
been  taken  of  thefc  marks.    (Sec  at  prefent  Woide's  preface,  feft.  35.) 
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and  has  very  few  abbreviations.  There  are  no  intervals" 
between  the  words,  but  the  fenfe  of  a  paflage  is  fome- 
times  terminated  by  a  point,  and  fometimes  by  a  vacant 
fpace.  Here  arifes  a  fufpicion  that  the  copyift  did  not 
underftand  Greek,  becaui'e  thefe  marks  are  fome- 
times found  even  in  the  middle  of  a  word,  fw  in- 
ftance  Levit.  v.  4.  uyoixo^.  n  for  oty  ofjLoa-n^  and  Numb, 
xiii.  29.  [Aca  Tfl-ij? '.  Some  lines  of  this  manufcript  arc  ex- 
hibited in  copper-plate  in  Grabe's  Prolegomena  to  the 
Septuagint  cap.  i.  §  6.  in  Rogall's  differtation  de  audto- 
ritate  interpunftionis  in  codice  facro  N.  T.  and  Blan- 
ehini  JEvangeliariura  quadruplex  P.  I.  on  the  reverfe  of, 
the  firCb  of  jhe  plates,  which  are  placed  p.  492.  from 
which  the  reader  may  judge  of  the  form  of  the  cha- 
racters, and  the  Antiquity  of  the  manufcript. 

Cyriljus  himfelf  has  given  the  following  account  *' ; 
*  We  know  fo  much  pf  this  manufcript  of  the  holy  writ- 
ings of  the  Old  and  NewTeftament,  that Thecla  an  Egyp- 
tian lady  of  .diftin&ioa  (nobilis  fbmina  iEgyptia)  w;rote 
it  with  her  own  hand  1300  years  ago '.  She  lived  foon 
(ifter  the  council ,  of  Nic;^a.  llct  name  was  formerly 
at  the  end  of  the  book,  but  when  Chriftianity  waslub- 
verted  in  Egypt  by  the  errors  of  Muhammed,  the  books 
of  the  Chriftians  fufferpd  the  fame  fate,  and  the  name  of 
Thecla  was  expunged .  But  oral  tradition  of  no  very  an- 
cient date  (memoria  ettraditio  recens)  has  preferved  the 
remembrs^nce  pf  it '/     Jt  is  difficult  to  decide  whether 

thh 

'  See  Grabe's  Prolegomena,  cap.  i.  §  6. 

'  He  wrote  this  in  the.  year  1628.  According  to  this  account  then, 
Ihe  manufcript  miift  li^ve  been  written  in  328,  a  date  to  which  fo  many 
weighty  objetSlions  may  be  made,  that  its  moft  ftrenuous  advocates  will 
hardly  undertake  to  defend  it.  But  this  error  has  furniftied  Oudi]^ 
with  an  opportunity  of  producing  many  arguments  againft  the  antiquity 
of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  feem  to  imply  that  Grabe  and 
others,  who  have  refep*ed  it  to  the  fourth  century,  fuppofe  it  to  Ji>av» 
been  written  in  the  above-mentioned  year.  Now  it  is  probable,  that  the 
inference  which  has  been  deduced  from  the  account  of  Cyrillus,  is  njore 
tlun  hjp  iiimfelf  intended  to  exprefs,  as  he  relates  0iat  T^^ecla  lived 
after  the  council  of  Nicaea. 

J  Grabc'ij  Prolegomena,  cap.  i.  §  i. 
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this  account  be  confirmed,  or  contradided,  by  the  fub- 
fcription,  which  is  written  in  Arabic  on  the  reverfe  of  the 
leaf  which  contains  the  lift  of  the  books  of  the  Old  and 
New  Teftament,  *It  is  faid  that  this  book  was  written 
by  the  martyrefs  Thecla »/  Now  the  martyrefs  Thecla, 
wljo  was  a  contemporary  of  St.  Paul,  cannot  poffibly  have 
written  the  Codex  Aiexandrinus ;  and  befides,  fhe  lived 
not  1300  but  1500  years  before  Cyrillus  wrote  this  ac- 
count. So .  far  then  the  two  accounts  appear  contra- 
-  diftory  ^,  and  Wetftein,  who  was  not  quite  impartial 
in  this  affkir,  contended  that  the  Patriarch  falfely  repre- 
fcnted  the  tradition,  in  order  to  give  it  a  greater  degree  of 
probability*.  But  the  charge  is  really  unjuft,  for  Cyrillus 
appeals  to  a  tradition  refpefting  the  fubfcription,  whicih 
formerly  ftpod  at  the  end  of  the  book,  and  which  Was 
cither  expunged  or  torn  out,  not  to  the  Arabic  fubfcrip* 
tion  which  is  ftill  extant.  The  perfon,  wliQ  wrote  the 
latter,  had  likewife  heard  that  one  Thecla  was  the  tranf- 
criber,  and  being  probably  lefs  acquainted  with  eccle- 
fiaftical  hiftory  than  Cyrillus,  made  an  addition  to  the 
account  which  confutes  itfelf,  as  the  manufcript  contains 
the  epiftles  of  Athanafius  ^\ 

On  the  other  hand,  I  would  by  no  means  place  abfo- 
lutc  confidence  in  this  tradition.  Dr.  Semler  very 
pjopcrly  obferves,  that  there  is  no  more  reafon  to  rely  on 
a  tradition  refpefting  the  tranfcriber  of  an  ancient  ma- 
nufcript, than  on  a  tradition  that  relates  t6  aa  ancient 
relick.  Nor  will  I  take  up  the  reader's  attention  by 
inquiring  who  this  Tliecla  was,  to  whom  we  are  indebte4 
for  the  Codex  Aiexandrinus.  Grabe  fuppofed  that  (he 
was  the  priorefs  of  a  convent  in  Seleucia,  to  whom  Gre- 
gory of  Nazianzus  wrote  three  epiftles,  namely  the  200*^ 
201**,  and  202**;  but,  admitting  that  a  perfon  of  thd 

name 


See  Grabe^s  Prolegomena  Cap.  I.  f  4.       ' 

*  Hunc  anachronifmum  ut  vitaret  Cyrillus  Lucaris,  fern  ita  narravit 
•  .••'...  at  hoc  non  erat  traditiones  retinere,  kd  iR}va8  ac  vtteribus 
contiarias  ingcxt* 
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name  of  Thecla  in  the  fourth  century  was  really  the  copy-* 
ift,  it  is  noneceffary  confequence  that  (he  was  the  The- 
cla to  whom  Gregory  wrote,  fince  many  might  have  lived 
in  that  age,  who  had  the  very  fame  name.  The  tranf- 
criber  might  have  been  a  perjfon,  of  whom  we  have  no 
further  knowledge  than  that  of  her  name,  who  lived  in  the 
eighth  or  even  in  the  tenth  century.  Notwithftanding 
therefore  the  profufion  of  learning  which  has  been  dil- 
played  oo  both  fides  of  the  queftion,  an  impartial  lover 
of  truth  rauft  acknowledge,  that  certainty  is  not  to  be 
obtained. 

Tlie  conjefture  of  Oudin,  which  was  adopted  by 
Wetftein,  that  the  manufcript  was  written  by  an  Acoe* 
met  is  worthy  of  attention,  becaufe  it  contains  a  cata* 
logue  of  the  pfalms,  that  were  to  be  fung  at  every  hour, 
not  only  of  the  day,  but  of  the  night'*.  A  defcriptioa 
of  the  Acoemets,  or  monks,  whofe  office  was  to  fing 
pfalms  night  and  day,  may  be  feen  in  Helyot's  Hiftory 
of  religious  orders".  Vol.  I.  c.  29.  at  prefent  therefore 
I  will  only  obferve,  that  this  conjefture  contradifts  not 
the  account  that  Thecla  was  the  copyift,  fince  there  were 
not  only  monks,  but  nuns  of  this  order. 

The  antiquity  likewife  of  this  manufcript  can  be  de- 
iermmed  with  no  certainty,  though  it  appears  from  the 
formation  of  the  letters,  which  refemble  thofe  of  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  and  the  want  of  accents,  that 
it  was  not  written  fo  late  as  the  tenth  centuiy.  In  this 
century  it  was  placed  by  Oudin,  while  Grabe  and  Schulz^ 
have  referred  it  to  the  fourth,  which  is  the  very  nU 
moft  period  that  can  be  allowed,  becaufe  it  contains  the 
fifties  of  Athanaiius.  Wetftein,  with  more  probability, 
has  choien  amean  between  thefe  two  extremes^  and  re- 
ferred it  to  the  fifth  century :  but  we  arc  not  juftificd  in 
^rawng  this  inference  from  the  formation  of  the  letters 
alone,  for  it  is  well  Jknown  that  the  fame  mode  of  form- 
ing the  letters  was  retained  longer  in  fome  countries  and 
mpnafteries  than  in  others ;  nor  muft  we  forget  to  take 
into  the  account  the  above-mentioned  likenefe  between 
ihefe  and  the  Sahidic  cbara<5|;crs.    Wetftein  has  gone  a 

ftep 
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.ilep  further,  and  to  this  opinion,  whicli  is  not  wholly 
improbable,  has  added  the  following,  that  the  Codex 
Alcxandrinus  is  one  of  thofe  very  manufcripts  from 
ivhich  various, readings  were  taken  as  marginal  notes  to 
the  Syriac  verfion  in  the  year  615,  which  I  have  men- 
tioned Ch%  vii.  feft.  11.  but  this  conjedure  has  been 
amply  refuted  by  Ridley  in  his  Diflertatio  de  verfionibus 
Syriacis,  fedt.  15. 

That  the  reader  may  be  able  to  fee  with  what  little 
certainty  we  can  judge  of  the  antiquity  of  this  celebrated 
manufcript,!  will  produce  the  principal  arguments  which 
have  been  ^fed  both  for  and  againft  it.  He  will  proba- 
\Ay  learn,  from  the  fqllQwing  ftateipent>to  pay  lefs  ado- 
jation  to  the  Codex  Alexandrii^us  than  many  eminent 
critics,  and  from  this  example  will  fee  tlie  preference^ 
that  is  due  in  niany  refpefts  to  ancient  yerftons  l^efore 
any  fingle  manufcript,  becaufe  the  antiquity  of  the  for-p 
mer,  which  is  in  general  greater  than  that  of  the  latter, 
can  be  determined  with  more  precifion. 

The  arguments  advanced  by  thofe  who  refer  the  Codex 
/Jexandrinus  to  the  fourth  or  fifth  ceiTituries  are  th^ 
following : 

.  a)  The  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  are  not  divided  into  chap- 
ters li^ce  the  Gofpels,  though  this  divifion  took  plage  fo 
early  as  396,  when  to  each  chapter  was  prefixed  a  fu- 
perfcription.  If  therefore,  fays  Grabe,  this  manufcript 
|iadt>een  written,  after  the  year  J96,  it  is  probable  that 
the  copyift  would  have  ji^opted  this  ufeful  divifion. 

To  this  argument  even  the  advocates  for  this  manur 
fcript,  Wetftein  and  Semler,  have  made  weighty  objecT 
tions  ^*,  which  I  omit  fit  prefent,  becaufe  I  (hall  anfwer  it 
prefently  in  conjunftion  withthe  following  argument. 
.  ^)  The  CodeX Alexancjrintis  has theepiftles  01  Clement 
of  Rome;  but  thefe  were  forbidden  to  be  read  in  the 
churches  by  the  council  of  Laodicea  in  364,  and  that  of 
Carthage  in  419.  Hence  Schulze  has  concluded  that 
|his  manufcript  was  Avritten  before  the  year  364. 
-  c)  This  very  learped  critic  has  produced  a  new  argur 
ni^nt  for  it§  anticjuitv,  taken  from  the  Uftof  the  fourteen 
r    :  hymns 
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hymns  found  in  this  manufcript  immediately  after  the 
Pfalms,  which  is  fuperfcribed  M^yti%  5fc>0*vo?,  and  is  called 
the  grand  doxology.  This  morning  hymn  ends  here  with 
.the  words  uAf^Tfivov  ro  eA«o(  0*9  tok  yivwo'xisa'i  cr,  and  the 
clauie,  ayid^  0  d'io;,  otytoc  <o';^v^oc,  aytocafiavflKTof,  iXiyio-ov  i}fia^, 
which  was  ufed  as  early  as  the  time  of  Proclus,  that  is 
between  the  years  434  and  446,  is  not  added  :  the  ma*- 
nufcript  therefore  muft  have  been  written  before  that 

period. 

d)  Wetfteiii  is  of  opinion,  that  it  muft  have  been  writ- 
ten before  the  time  of  Jerom,  becaufe  the  Greek  text 
of  this  manufcript  was  altered  from  the  Old  Italic. 

e)  The  fame  critic  produces  the  following  argument 
as  a  proof  of  its  having  been  written  before  the  time  of 
Muhammed,  namely,  that  the  tranfcriber  was  ignorant 
that  the  Arabs  were  called  Hagarenes,  becaufe  he  has 
written,  i  Chron.  v.  20.  ayojaio*  for  Aya^aio*.  To  this 
argument,  though  it  has  met  with  the  approbation  of 
the  impartially  thinking  Dr.  Semler  ?S  may  be  objedted 
in  particular,  that  the  name,  by  which  the  Arabs  have 
been  known  fince  the  time  of  Muhammed,  is  hot  Haga* 
renes,  but  Saracens.  The  former  is  the  name  of  a  nation 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Perfian  gulph  ^,  and  which 
might  have  been  unknown  in  Egypt,  even  after  the  con^ 
queft  of  that  country  by  the  fucceffors  of  Muhammed. 
Befides,  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  has  in  the  verfe  imme- 
diately preceding,  namely,  i  Chron.  v.  19.  very  pro- 
perly Aya^aiwv  ;  it  is  certain  therefore  that  Ayof«joi,v.  20. 
is  a  mere  eiratum,  and  cannot  be  alleged  as  a  proof  that 
the  copyift  had  never  heard  of  fuch  a  people  as  the  Ha-^ 
garenes.  We  find  likewife  Ay»f  tTug,  1  Chron.  xxvii.  31. 
and  Ayafuvoi,  PC  Ixxxii.  7. 

Befide  the  objeftions  which  might  be  made  to  each 
of  the  preceding  arguments  in  particular,  it  appears  that 
their  united  force  affords  no  certainty^  from  the  confede- 
ration, that  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  muft  have  been 
copied  from  a  ftill  n^ore  ancient  manufcript,  and  that  if 

this 

^  Hiftoria  belli  Nefibeni,  p^  78.  and  91-.  of  miy  CommeKtationes  pcf 
(tnnos  1763— 17681  focietati  fcientiarituu  prael^ft^p 
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^  this  latter  were  faithfully  copied,  the  'arguments  apply 
rather  to  this,  than  to  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  itfelf. 
For  inftance,  if  the  more  ancient  manufcript  had  no  di- 
viiicMi  of  the  chapters  in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  nor  at 
thread  of  the  doxology,  the  claufe  ayi9%  o  Sw^,  x.  t.  x.  the 
writer  of  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  might  have  lived  in 
a  much  later  period,  and  ilill  have  faithfully  copied  what 
he  found  ih  his  original.  If  the  latter  had  a  text  that  had 
been  altered  from  the  Itala,  or  contained  the  epiftles  of 
Clement r  whicli  the  tranfcriber  Would  neither  confider 
asa  crime  to  copy,  nor  hold  to  be  canonical  becaufe  they 
had  a  place  in  the  manufcript^  any  more  than  the  epiAle 
of  Athanafius,  or  if  he  found  etyd^ouoi  inflead  of  ctyot^ui^i^ 
all  thefe  the  writer  of  the  Coidex  Alexandrinus  might 
have  faithfully  copied,  and  yet  have  lived  in  the  leventh> 
or  even,  as  Oudin  contends,  in  the  tenth  century.  If  the 
copyift  were  really  ignorant  of  Greek,  he  has  given  an 
accurate  tranfcript  even  of  the  errors  of  his  original ;  and 
all  the  internal  marks  of  evidence  will  apply  rather  to 
thisj'than  to  the  copy.  It  is  the  hand-writing  alone,  or  the 
formation  of  the  letterSj^  with  th^  want  of  accents,  which 
can  lead  to  any  probable  decifion*  And  with  re^ft  to 
the  alteration  from  the  Itala,  Wetftein  himfelf  acknow- 
ledges that  many  much  more  modem  manufcripts  have 
ihared  the  fame  fate. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  arguments  alleged  to  prove 
that  it  is  not  fo  ancient  as  the  fou^rth  centurj^  are  equally 
^ecifive. 

a)  Dr.  S^mler  is  of  opinion  that  the  epiftle  of  Atha- 
nafius,  on  the  vatae  and  excellency  of  the  Pfalms,  would 
Iprdly  have  been  prefixed  to  them  during  his  life*  But 
][  can  fee  no  reafon  to  doubt  it,  fince  Athanafius  had 
inany  warm  and  ftrenuous  advocates.  A  tranfcriber, 
who  wasatt^ached  to  his  party,  might  as  eafily  have  pre- 
fixed to  the  Pfalms  the  eprftle  of  Athanafius,  as^othef 
tianfcribers  formerly  prefixed  to  each  book  of  the  Bible 
the  pre&ces  of  Jerom,  It  is  true,  that  Athanafius  was 
more  thariwoncc  difpoflTeffed  of  his  fee,  but  this  very  cir- 
CUmftance  e;!^ked  him>  in  the  opinion  c^  his  owp  l^^^^Yn 

aa4 
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and  placed  him  in  the  very  next  rank  to  that  of  a  martyr. 
If  the  Codex  Alexandrinus  were  written  in  Egypt,  ^ 
Dr.  Semler  fuppofe^,  it  is  ftill  more  probable  that  this 
honour  was  conferred  on  the  Egyptian  Patriarch  even 
during  his  life. 

i)  From  this  very  epiftle  of  Athanafius,  Oudin  has 
attempted  to  draw  ah  argument,  though  totally  without 
foundation;,  that  the  manufcript  was  written  in  the  tenth 
century.  He  fays  the  genuine  epiftle  of  Athanafius,  is 
that  which  was  acknowledged  by  the  fecond  council  of 
Nicsea,  (as  if  ecclefiaftical  councils  had  never  pronounced 
fpurious  writings  to  be  genuine) -.that  this  council  quotes 
the  following  words  from  the  epiftle  of  Athanafius  to 
Marcellinus,  mv  /3i6xo»  rwy  ^o^XfAn  tk  x»jxC«»»ir  r^;  fMv  vy^ 

ra  (ruTnfo^i'O'gofnriiag  o'uvnd'wc  fv  tai;  »XXoiii  ygotfott^  S'otajAot^ 

^uv  x«»  zrgocKvmif  in^t(x*Toit.  Thefe  words,  fays  Oudin, 
are  not  in  the  epiftle  contained  in  the  Codex  Alexan- 
drinus, confequently  that  epiftle  is'  fpurious*  Here  an 
impartial  lover  of  truth  would  have  faid  only  that  it  was 
defeftive.  He  infers  from  thefe  premifes,  firft,  that  the 
Alexandrine  manufcript  could  not  have  been  written 
during  the  life  of  Athanafius,  becaufe  no  one  would 
have  lorged  an  epiftJe  in  the  name  of  an  author  that  was 
then  living,  though  even  inftances  of  this  kind  might 
be  produced  from  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  ;  and  fecondly,, 
what  is  a  moft  extraordinary  and  unwarranted  ftep,  that 
it  was  written  in  the  tenth  century,  an  age  extremely  fer- 
tile in  the  invention  of  fpurious  produ&ions- . 

Oudin  has  very  artificially  direfted  his  argumerrts,  by 
conftantly  prefuppofing  that  Grabe  aflerted,  what  in  fad: 
he  had  not,  that  the  Codex  Alexagdrinus  was  written 
during  the  Jife  of  Athanafius,  But  his  whole  proof  va- 
fifties  into  nothing,  fince  the  very  words,  on  which  he  . 
Jefts  as  a  foundation,  are  really  found  in  the  epiftle  of 
Athaiiafius,  as  it  ftands  in  this  manufcript,  and  they  may 
bpfeen  in  Grabe*s  or  Breitinger's  edition  of  the  Septua- 
^itif,  at  the  beginning  of  the  25^^  fedlion  of  this  epiftle. 

0  The  Virgin  Mary,-  in  the  fuperfcription  of  what 
k  ^^^  the  Song  of  the  bleifed  Virgin,  is  ftyled,  3»ifT©x»«,, 

a  u^tm 
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aname  which  Wetftein  fays  betrays  the  fifth  century* 
But  this  I  am  unable  to  comprehend,  for  though  this 
epithet  was  rendered  famous,  by  the  difputes  relating  to 
it  in  the  fifth  <;:entviry,  being  rejeAed  by  Anaftafius  and 
Neftorius,  and  on  that  account  more  zealoufly  ufed, 
both  by  the  orthodox  and  the  E\itychians,  yet  the  ex- 
pfeflion  itfelf  liad  been  introduced  in  a  more  early  age, 
tas  may  be  feenjn  Mofheim*s  Inftitutiones  hift*  ecclef. 
SsBC.  V.  P.  II.  cap.  v.§  5,  6,  7.  where  it  appears  that 
Cyril  of  Alexandria  was  one  of  its  moft  zealous  advo- 
cates.    [See  alfo  Woide*s  preface,  §52.] 

d)  From  the  probable  conjedlure  that  the  Cod.  Alex. 
was  written  by  one  cJf  the  order  of  the  Acoemets,  Oudin 
concludes  againft  its  antiquity;  but  Wetftein  goes  no 
further  than  to  afiert,  that  it  cotild  not  have  been  writ- 
ten before  the  fifth  century,  becaufe  Alexander,  who 
founded  this  order,  lived  about  the  year  420.  Now 
what  Schulzehas  faid  in  reply  to  this  inference,  that  be- 
fore the  time  of  the  Acoemets  thereexifted  other  religious 
perfons,  who  fung  pfalms  night  and  day,  is  pofSble, 
and  even  probable,  when  we  refleft  on  the  Euchets, 
though  it  is  not  hiftdrically  certain :  for  the  paflages, 
which  he  has  alleged  in  the  26*^  fedtion,  relate  to  pfalm- 
finging  in  the  morning,  at  noon,  afternoon,  evening, 
commencement  of  the  night,  midnight,  and  dawn  of 
day,  but  not  to  each  hour  bf  the  day.  I  readily  admit, 
that  the  Alexandrine  manufcrlpt  was  not  written  before 
the  year  420,  but  not  becaufe  it  was  written  by  an  Acce- 
met.  The  founder  of  this  order  died  in  the  year  430,  and 
if  we  calculate  from  the.hiftory  of  his  life*,  we  flmll  find 
that  the. order  muft  have  commenced  in  the  fourth  gen- 
tury,  and  probably  between,  the  years  380  and  39a, 

It 

*  The  following  events  require  a  much  longer  interval  than  that  of 
thirty  years,  i.^is  foundation  of  a  convent  of  Acoemets « on  the 
IRuphrates,  in/VRhith  he  himfelf  preilded  20  years,  z.  His  retireraeut 
from  this  convent,  when  he  went  into  the  defert  with  fifty  difciples* 
,3.  Hisrefidence  in  Antioch.  4..  His  refidence  in  Conilantinople,  where 
he  again  founded  a  convent,  of  Acoemets.  6.  His  imprifonment 
twice  in  Conftantinople.  7.  The  foiindation  of  a  new  Convent,  after 
he  had  quitted  Cpnftaja^tinople,  in  which  he  died  in  the  year  430. 
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It  is  extraordinary  that  no  one  has  oblerved,  that  this 
very  circumftance  of  the  Alexandrine  manufcript's  hav- 
ing been  written  by  an  Acoemet,  or  for  the  'ufe  of  a 
convent  of  that  order,  is  the  very  ftrongett  argument  , 
that  can  be  alleged  in  favour  of  its  antiquit}^  For  at 
the  very  beginning  of  the  controvcrfy,  relating  to  the 
epithet  S-mtoxo^,  the  Acoemets  decla,red  againft  Eutyches, 
and  were  afterwards  condemned  as  Neftorians.  It  is 
therefore  unconceivable  tliat  an  Acoemet,  provided  he 
underftood  wwhat  he  wrote,  (hould  have  given  to  the 
Virgin  Mary  a  title,  which  was  become  as  it  were  the 
fignal  of  engagement  between  the  two  parties.  If  there- 
fore this  manulcript  was  written  by  an  Acoemet,  or  for 
the  ufe  of  a  convent  of  Acoemets,  it  muft  have  been 
written  before  the  year  428,  in  which  the  controverfy 
began. 

Indccifive  as  the  preceding  arguments  appear,  I  con- 
fefs  that  there  is  a  circumftance  which  excites  a  fufpi- 
cion,  that  the  Alexandrine  manufcript  was  written  after 
Arabic  was  become  the  native  language  of  the  Egyp- 
tians, that  is,  one,  or  rather  two  centuries  after  Alex- 
andria was  taken  by  the  Saracens,  which  happened  in 
the  year  64a.  The  tranfcriber  confounds,  and  that,  if 
I  am  not  miftaken,  in  many  inftances,  the  two  letters 
M  and  B,  an  exchange  which  frequently  takes  place  in. 
Arabic.  See  my  remarks  on  i  Mace.  ii.  i.  andiii.  16. 
According  to  my  opinion  therefore,  the  Codex  Alex- 
andrinus  is  not  more  ancient  than  the  eighth  century. 

A  queftion,  that  is  much  more  important,  but  diffi- 
cult to  be  feparated  from  that  of  its  antiquity,  is,  whe- 
ther the  Codex  Alexandrinus  has  been  altered  from  the 
Latin.  My  father,  and  Wetftein,  have  anfwered  it  ia 
the  affirmative,  and  fupported  their  opinion  by  weighty* 
arguments.  Thq  number  of  remarkable  inftances  of 
coincidence  with  the  Latin  verfion  in  readings,  where 
the  latter  is  particularly  diftihguiflied  from  the  Greek. 
text  is  yery  confiderable.  I  will  produce  only  a  fingle 
•inftance,  from  which  the  reader  will  be  convinced,  that 
the  Latin  veriion  has  had  foxne  influence  o^  the  Alex- 
andrine 
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andrine  manufcript'*.    The  common  Greek  text»  Afts 

iv«  25*  is  o  Ji»  fQfAmrog  Aa6»^  Tir  v«»^o(  vh  nvaii,  but  in 
the  Vulgate  we  find  c^ui  fpiritufanao  per  os  pafris  nc0ri 
David  pueri  tui  dixi(h.  Other  latinizing  manufcripts^ 
the  Cod.  Cantabrigieniis  and  Laudanus  for  inftance^ 
have  inferted  into  the  Greek  text  the  words  expreffive 
of  fpiritus  fanftus,  and  pater  nofter :  the  iame  interpo- 
lation is  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  but  the  jirords  are 
inferted  in  fucli  a  manner  as  (hews  them  to  be  fpurious, 
becaufe  the  conftrudlion  is  wholly  devoid  of  meaning, 

utcm.  If  I  were  not  unwilling  to  detain  the  attention  of 
the  reader,  I  could  add  a  number  of  examples,  which 
my  father  liad  written  on  the  margin  of  his  TraAatb 
Critica,  but  I  will  referve  them  for  a  new  edition  of  that 
v^ork.  The  queftion  will  be  determined  with  no  pre- 
cifion,  till  we  are  in  pofleffion  of  the  Coptic  and  Sahidic 
verfions,  which  at  prefent  lie  buried  in  libraries :  for  as 
thefe  two  verfions  harmonize  in  a  remarkable  manner 
with  the  Codex  Cantabrigieniis^  it  is  poffible  that  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  was  altered  from  them,  and  not 
from  the  Latin.  It  may  be  obferved  in  general,  that 
we  are  in  a  ftate  of  obfcurity  with  refped:  to  the  latiniz- 
ing manufcripts,  and  (hall  continue  fo,  till  a  proper  u(e 
has  been  made  of  thofe  verfions. 

Several  remarks,  which  might  be  majde  on  the  Alex- 
andrine manufcript,  with  refpeft  to  the  Old  Teftament, 
Imuft  defer  till  the  publication  of  my  Introduction  to 
the  Old  Teftament,  though  they  might  have  influence 
in  determining  the  value  of  the  readings  in  the  New 
Teftament " :  in  the  mean  time  the  reader  may  find 
ibme  account  of  them  in  my  notes  to  the  firft  book  of  the 
Maccabees^  Before  I  conclude,  I  muft  mention  a  cir- 
cumftance,  that  feems  at  firft  fight  to  contradift  what 
I  afierted  above,  that  this  manufcript  was  written  by  a 
perfon,  who  was  not  mafter  of  the  Greek :  namely,  we 
Snd  in  feveraj  parts  of  it  ingenious  correftions,  which 
could  only  have  been  made  by  a  m^n  of  learning.     But 

Vothi  thefe  cixcumftances  may  be  eaiily  reconciled,  for 
#  an 
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^n  unlearned  copyift,  a  Thcck,  might  have  tranfcribed 
the  Codex  Alexai^drinus  from  a  more  aqcient  Egyptian 
manufcript,  in  which  thof^  alterations  bad  been  sUres^dy 
made* 

This  manufcript  has  been  frequently^  collated,  and 
with  more  accuracy  than  any  other.  The  firft  perfon 
who  examined  it  was  Patricias  Junius  (Patrick  Young), 
whofe  extrads  weie  ufed  by  Grotius,  afterwards  by 
Alexander  Hui®us,  ajid  with  ftill  greater  accuracy  by 
Mill,  though  Pfaff  *  has  obferved,  ?ind'  probably  with 
leafon,  that  all  his  ejctradts  are  not  perfeftly  exaft.  But 
fince  this  labour  has  been  repeated  bjr  Wetftein,  we 
have  reafon  to  believe  th^t  we  are  now  in  pofieifion  of 
a  complete  and  accurate  colledion  of  its  various  readings. 
I  b(ve  lately  received  intelligence  from  London  that  Dr; 
Owen  deii^ns  to  ppblifti  the  Codex  Ale3^$^ndrinus  ;  if 
th^  plan  ibould  be  put  in  execution,  it  would  be  the 
completion  of  a  wifh,  which  I  have  long  entertained, 
and  which  \  e:q)refibd  in  the  preceding  edition  :  but 
there  is  another  manufcript,  ^he  publication  of  which 
would  be  attended  with  dill  more  beneficial  confe* 
quences,  the  Codeic  Cantabrigienfes,  [It  is  w^U  known. 
at  pref^t  that  the  abovermentioned  pl^n  h^s  be?u 
Veiy  ably  ej^ecuted  by  Woide,^ 

2,  Godex  Amandi,  which  m  the  fecond  part  '*  of* 
Wetftein's  Greek  Teftament,  is  noted  Cod.  15,  We 
know  nothing  more  of  it  than  that  Aniandus,  who  lived 
at  Louvain,  had  it  in  his  poifeilion,  th^t  2|feger  has  ap« 
pealed  to  it,  a-nd  thiat  Eraftnus  fuppofecj  it  to  be  a  lati- 
nizing manufcript,  It  is  certain  that  it  has  the  fulpiir 
cious  interpolation  s  o-uktixay,  Rom,  i.  32*  How  many 
books  of  the  New  Teftament  it  contains,  where  it  is  ^% 
prefent  preferved,  and  whether  it  has  been  ufed  in  mo? 
dem  tipies  under  another  name,  ^r?  queftions  whi^h  | 
am  unable  to  anfwer^, 

3.  Codes;  Antonii  Afkew,  noted  58  in  the  third  parlf 
of  Wetftein's  N,  T,,  containing  all  the  epiftles^  an4 
the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftlps,  written  on  Vgljuni ;  it  has  nevey 

^       /  *  Dc  van  k6t,  N.'tr  cap.  %%  pi  6j» 
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been  collated,  but  has  been  confiilted  for  i  John  v.  7. 
Velthufen  has  given  a  defcription  of  it  in  his  Obferva- 
tions  on  various  fubjefts,  p,  51.  It  is  the  very  fame 
manufcript  which  Wetftein  has  likewife  called  Meadii 
tertius,  and  noted  Cod.  22  ;  it  has  therefore  been  twice 
reckoned  ^.  There  are,  properly  fpeaking,  three  volumes, 
the  firft  of  which*  contains  the  Gofpels,  and  is  termed  by 
Wetftein  Meadius  i,  or  Cod.  109,  but  it  is  not  certain 
whether  all  three  belong  to.  each  other.  The  queftion  was 
affirmed  by  A&ew,but  denied  by  Velthufen,  whohowever 
confeffes  that  he  has  forgotten  feveral  circumftances. 
The,  firft  volume  according  to  its  fubfcription  was 
finiihed  24  Feb.  834 ;  now  this  is  not  the  year  of  Chrift, 
as  Velthufen.  {iippofesv  but  the  year  6834,.  according  to 
the  Greek  reckoning.  This  remark  was  made  by  Ku- 
lencamp  in  the'  German  mufeum.for  March  1776  N*^  2, 
in  confequence  of  which  he  places  it  in  the  year  of  Chrift 
1326.  It  is  therefore  a  very  modexn  manufcript*'. 
Velthufen  is  of  opinion  that  the  copyift  underftood  not 
what  he  wrote,  in  fupport  of  wbicb  he  appeals  to  Ads 
XX.  ^8.  I  Tim.  iii.  16.  where  it  has  &«  and  S-eo^.  It  ap- 
pears then  that  this  manufcript  has  been  examined  for 
certain  controverted  points  j  but  from  extraftslike.thefe 
we  derive  not  fufficient  knowledge,  of. a  manufcript,  to 
•"warmpt  a  quotation  from  it,  as  from  an  evidence  of  good 
authority. 

r  4.  Augienfis,  noted  F  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wctftein's 
N,  T.,  is  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript  of  the  epiftles  of  St. 
Paul,  which  is  however  defeftive  from,  the  beginning  to 
Rom.  iii.  8.  and  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  is  found 
only  in  the  L;iti|i  verfion.  This  manufcript,  which  is 
fpppofcd  to  have  been  written  in  the  ninth  .century**, 
has  taken  its  title  from  Augia  niajor^  the  name  of  a 
p^onaftery  at  Rhejnau,  to  which  it  belonged  at  the  time  of 
holding  the  council  of  Bafel.  It  has  fince  pafled  through 
feveral  hands,  thofe  of  George  Michael  Wepfer,  and 
Mieg,  till  Bentley  purchafed  it;  in  17 18,  for  250  Dutch 
florins :  but  I  know  not  where  it  is  at  prefent*^  It  has 
^been  collated  by  Wetftein.    It  coincides  in  very  many 

places 
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j)laces  with  the  Codex  Boernerianus,  and  belongs  evi« 
dently  to  the  Weftern  edition,  for  which  reafon  it  has 
been  ranked  among  thof^  which  have  been  faid  to  lati* 
nize.  Now  it  is  true  that  it  harmonizes  with  the  Latin 
verfion,  but  this  is  no  proof  of  corruption.  I  will  give 
only  the  two  following  examples  :  i  Cor.  xi v,  2 1 .  it  has 
in  common  with  the  Vulgate,  and  Cod.  Boern.  u  tn^ou^ 
yXwrvaa  for  k¥  crc^oy^tto-o-Atf,  but  on  the  other  hand 
£y)C(»xKjMffVj  2  Cor.  iv.  i  •  in  common  with  the  Alexandrinus 
and  Ciaromontanus,  a  reading  which  has  hitherto  not 
-been  quoted  **  from  the  Boernerianus  ^ 

5.  Auguftanus  primus,  noted  83  in  the  firft  volume 
of  Wetftcin's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  is  writ- 
ten on  vellum,  and  has  been  collated  by  Bengd*^. 

6.  Auguftanus  fecundus,  noted  84  in  the  firft  volume 
of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  a  part  of  St.  Matthew  and 
St.  Mark  on  vellum.     It  has  been  collated  by  Bengel, 
. who irelates,  fedt*  8..  that  it  has  five  chafms. 

7.  Auguftanus  tertius,  noted  85  in  the  firft  volume 
of  Wetftein's  N.  T.^  -contains  only  fmgle  leaves  ©f  vel- 
lum of  the  four  Gofpels,  in  which  are  ten  chafms.  It  has 
been  collated  by  Bengel. 

8.  Atiguftanus  quartus,  noted  Evangeliftarium  24,  in 
the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  It  has  been  collated  by 
Bengel. 

9.  Auguftanus  quintus,  noted  54  in  the  fecond  part 
of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  ten  laft  chapters  of 
the  epiftle  to  tlie  Jlomans.  It  has  been  collated  by 
Bengel. 

I  a  Auguftanus  fextus,  noted  55  in  the  fecond 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,   in  the  third  46,  contains 

the 

<  For  an  account  of  this  remarkable  reading  fee  ch.  iv.  fedt.  14..  of  this 
introdu^ion. 

^  Of  thefe  feven  following  Auglburg  manufcripts,  we  Icnow  nothing 
more  than  what  Bengel  han  related.  It  is  a  pity  that  they  have  not  been 
Jnore  accurately  dcfcribcd,.for  with  refpeft  to  the  {tf;<fx4,  and  third,  we 
are  ignorant  what  chapters  they  contain  5  Bengel  calls  the  firft  probas, 
the  fecond  fincerus  \  whether  th^y  deferve  thcfe  epithets  I  am  unable  to 

detcnninc. 
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the  Ads  of  the  ApdHles,  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  and 
the  catholic  epiftles.    It  has  been  collated  by  BengeL 

1 1 .  Auguflanus  feptimus  is  a  copy  of  the  Expofition 
of  the  Revelation  of  St.  John  by  Andreas  Csfareenfis, 
and  has  been  cdlated  and  quoted  by  Bengel>  as  a  manu* 
fcript  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  becaxife  it  contains,  bc- 
fide  the  commentary,  the  text  of  the  Revelation.  He 
fuppdfes  it  to  be  feveral  hundred  years  old,  and  that  it 
has  the  African  readings.  See  .his  Fundamenta  crifeos 
apocalypticae,  §  9.  p.  490*  of  the  fecond  edition  of  his 
Apparatus  criticus.  This  manufcript  is  not  numbered 
in  Wetftein. 

12.  Codex  Bandurii,  noted  O  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein*s  N.  IV,  is  nothing  more  than  a  fr^ment, 
torn  out  of  a  larger  manufcript,  containing  the  ftory  of 
the  Pharifee  and  the  Publican,  Luke  xviiu  and  was 
giveh  to  Mountfaucon  by  Anfelmo  Banduri.  I  have 
found  only  one  reading  quoted  from .  it  by  Wetftein, 
namely,  ver.  14,  «  y»^  hcuv^k. 

13 — ^34.  Barberini,  noted  1 12  in  the  firft  vohune  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  John  Matthseus  Caryophilus,  by 
order  of  Pope  Urban  VIII.  collected  readings  from 
twenty- two  Greek  manufcripts,  which  he  collated  with 
the  Biblia  Regia  of  Antwerp,  with  a  view  of  publifting 
a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  though  the  pro- 
ject was  never  executed.  According  to  his  defcription, 
ten  of  thefe  manufcripts  contained  the  Gofpels,  eight  of 
them  the  Epiftles  and  Ads  of  the  Apoftle^,  and  four 
the  book  of  Revelation.  He  gives  no  further  account 
qf  them  than  that  they  were  preferved  in  the  Vatican, 
and  other  principal  libraries  in  Rome  5  and  even  from 
the  defcription  which  Blanchini  has  given  of  Roman 
manufcripts,  we  are  unable  to  afcertain  thofe  which 
were  ufed  by  Caryophilus :  it  is  therefore  poflible  that 
thefe  manufcripts  have  been  quoted  under  other  iiames. 
Nor  has  he  mentioned  in  his  extradts  What  manufcripts, 
but  only  how  many  are  in  favour  of  any  particular  read- 
ing ;  he  has  numbered  therefore  his  evidence,  without 
naming  them,  which  is  a  very  great  ckfefl:*    His  coi- 
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Jeftion  of  readings  is  preferved  in  the  library  (^  Cardinal- 
Barberini  in  Rome^  and  becaufe  they  were  thence  made 
known  to  the  world,  the  manufcriptsthemfelves  acquired 
the  title  of  Codices  Barberini,  an  epithet  which  belongs. 
only  to  the  extrafts,  though  the  name  is  of  no  import^ 
ance,  provided  it  does  not  lead  us  into  error,     Petrus 
PofEnus  was  the  firft  who  publilhed  them :  he  annexed 
them  to  hisCatena  patrumGrsecorum  in  Marcum, print* 
cd  at  Rome  in  1^73,  and  prefixed  to  them,  the  follow- 
ing title,  CoUationes  gneci  contextus  omnium  lihronin^ 
N,  T,  juxta  editionem  Antweipienfem  Regiam  cum  zz, 
codicibus  antiquis  MSS.  Ex  bibliotheca  Barberini.  Mill 
inferted  them  among  his  various  t^eadings,  but  Wetfteia 
omitted  them,  on  account  of  a  fuipicion  which  he  en*  ' 
tertained,  and  which  \  (liaU  prefently  examine;   an 
^mifiion  by  which  he  has  rendered  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament  lefe  perfei^    And  even  admitting 
that  the  whole  coUedion  were  an  impofture,  he  might 
have  quoted  them  with  the*  fame  propriety  as  he  has 
quoted  the  corruptions  of  Marcion  *!• 

It  has  been  doubted  whether  the  Codex  Vaticanus 
was  in  the  number  of  thofe  which  Caryophilus  collated, 
hut  at  prefent  the  fa<9:  is  certain:  for  in  the  addrefs  pre- 
fented  to  the  Pope,  which  is  ftill  preferved  in  Rome,  he 
requefts  the  ufe  of  the  manufcript  noted  1 209,  which  is 
the  celebrated  Codex  Vaticanus.  See  the  Orient  Bibl. 
Vol.XXni.  p- 156^^  He  feems  to  have  reckoned  it 
as  two  manufcripts,  becaufe  it  is  divided  into  two  parts, 
the  one  containing  the  Gofpels,  the  other  the  Epiftles. 

The  reatiings  of  the  Barberini  coUedtion  are  for  the 
^oft  part  in  fevour  of  the  Latin  verfion^ :  it  has  been 
tterefore  concluded,  that  among  thefe  twenty-two  ma- 
nufcripts^ there  muft  have  been  many  codices  latini- 
mantes,  a  conclufion  which  is  wholly  ungrounded,  fince 
^hc  only  inference  that  can  be  drawn  is,  that  thefe  ma- 
nufcripts 

**  Caryophilus  fayrs  himfelf  in  the  preface,  Summo  Dei  beneficio  ex  hac    . 
'^^^Uationc  perfpefhim  ill  ad  eft,  Vulgatam  editionem  Latinam  teftimonio 
^^^SBcomm  vetuftiiBmonim  codiciun  et  autoruia  efie  fidcliflunami  et 
^^^^i^fonti  Bon  immento  setiuipanuidam.  ^ 
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nufcripts  were  of  the  Weftern  edition ;  befides,  Caryo- 
philus  might  have  feleftcd  thofe  which  coincided  with 
the  Vulgate,  in  preference  to  others.  But  Wetftein  goes 
ftill  furtiier,  and  contends  that  the.wholecoUeftionisa 
mere  impofture*^.    The  circumftance,  which  excited 
this  fufpicion  is,  that  the  number  of  the  manufcripts  is 
precifely  twenty-two,  for  he  fays,  *  Stephens  ufed  ten  ma- 
nufcripts of  the  Gofpels,  eight  of  the  apoftolicum,  and 
two  of  the  Revelation,  which  the  errors  of  the  prefs  have 
converted  into  four ;  it  is  highly  improbable  that  exaftly 
the  fame  number  (hould  have  been  collated  in  Rome ; 
and  the  editor  PofEn  was  a  Jefuit,  and  therefore  juftly 
expofed  to  the  fufpicion  of  a  pious  fraud/  I  confefs'that 
the  coincidence  of  the  numbers  is  an  extraordinary  cir- 
cumftance, efpecially  as  the  Codices  Velefianf,  which  are 
likewife  a  prefent  from  the  Jefuits,  amount  to  fixteen, 
the  number  ufed  by  Stephens,   according   to  another 
calculation.     But  fince  inany  of  the  Barberini  readings 
contradift  the  Vulgate,  and  we  have  many  manufcripts 
which  latinize  in  a  ftill  higher  degree,  a  ftronger  proof 
feems  neceffary,  before  we  can  charge  the  church  of 
Rome  with  an  impofture,  which  is  not  only  ufelefs,  but 
if  true,  betrays  the  utmoft  weaknefs,  fince  no  one,  whofe 
objedt  was  to  deceive,  would  have. determined  his  pre- 
tended manufcripts  precifely  to  the  fame  number  as 
thofe  which  Stephens  had  collated*     As  mere  accident 
therefore  is  hardly  fuflicient  to  account  for  this  agree- 
ment, it  it  more  reafonable  to  fuppofq  that  Caryopbilus 
defignedly  chofe  this  number,  in  order  that  a  publica- 
tion patronized  by  the  Pope,    might  have  at  leaft  as 
much  authority  as  that  of  the  Paris  editor. 

To  this  may  be  added  a  circumftance,  which  renders 
the  notion  of  an  impofture  ftill  more  improbable,  and 
at  the  fame  time  affords  a  reafon  why  the  Barberini 
readings  are  io  frequently  in  favour  of  the  Vulgate,  The 
fecond  rule,  which  Caryophilus  laid  down  in  his  preface, 
and  by  which  he  intended  to  abide,  in  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  was  the  following,  fi  omnes  MSS. 
codices  a  Regio  et  Vulg.  edit.  L^t.  diflentirjenti  yt  tex- 
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tus  ad  fidefii  c6dicum  MSS.  legeretur,  fed  antiqua  letftia 
ad  finem  capitum  annotaretur.  It  appears  then  that  the 
editor,  however  partial  he  might  havie  been  in  favour  of 
the  Vulgate,  intended  to  publilh  the  Greek  text  in  op- 
pofitio^  to  it,  as  often  as  it  was  contradidted  by  all  his 
manufcripts ;  and  upon  examining  the  Barberini  read- 
ings, we  find  that  this  has  really  happened.  A  pious, 
impoftor,  whofe  objed  was  to  confirm  the  text  of  the 
Vulgate,  would  never  have  invented  a  fet  of  manu- 
fcripts, all  of  which  decided  againft  it«  But  as  he  con* 
ftantly  noted  the  reading  that  was  favourable  to  the 
Vulgate,  even  though  he  found  it  in  only  a  fingle  ma- 
nufcript,  according  to  his  fourth  rule,  *  ne  li  vel  unus  ex 
Codd.  MSS.  faveret  Vulg.  iat.  editioni  ad  finem  capitum 
iiiter  annotationes  pratermitteretur,'  and  rejected  thofe 
liipported  only  by  a  fingle  manufcript,  if  un&vourable 
to  the  Vulgate,  his  readings  unavoidably  acquired  a  la- 
tinizing appearance. 

LallTy,  as  many  Barberini  readings,  which  coincide 
not  with  the  Vulgate,  have  been  found  to  harmonize 
with  the  old  Latin  verfions,  publifhed  by  Blanchini,  no 
one  can  fuppofe  that  they  were  a  foigery  of  Poflin.  For 
he  muft  have  been  endued  with  the  gift  of  prophecy,  had 
he  invented  readings  that  harmonize  with  verfions  not 
publifhed  before  the  prefent  century :  and  he  could  have 
had  no  motive  for  the  forgery  of  readings  that  deviate 
from  the  Vulgate,  fince  they  contradift  a  verfion,  efta- 
blilhed  by  papal  authority.  A  lift  of  thcfe  paflTages  may 
be  fecn  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,  P.  I. 
p.49i.  for  it  is  evident  that  the  manufcripts  there,  call- 
ed Decern  Grasci  codices  Rom«  aflervati,  are  no  other 
than  the  Codices  Baberi^i*^  It  is  here  ncceflliry  to. 
remark,  that  Blanchini  has  fometimes  quoted,  through 
miftake^  nine  manufcripts  ^ainft  a  reading,  where  Ca- 
fyophilus  has  quoted  only  one  in  favour  of  it,  conclud- 
ing too  haftily^that  where Caryophilus has  written  MS- 
1-  the  other  nine  muft  have  had  a  different  reading. 

It  appears  from  what  has  been  faid  above,  that  Wet- 
ftcitt' s  iuipicion  was  ungrounded,  and  that  in  future 
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editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  the  Barberiixi  extra&d 
may  be  fafely  admitted  into  the  lift  of  various  readings^ 

It  were  to  be  wiftied  that  more  certainty  could  be  ob- 
tained, in  regard  to  the  Codices  Barberini)  becaufe  quef* 
tions  of  importance  fometimcs  depend  on  them*  Fof 
inftance,  in  2  Tim.  iiik  i6.  a  Barberini  manufcript.is  the 
only  one  that  has  been  quoted  for  the  omiffion  of  the 
particle  xdi^  which  in  that  pafH^e  is  of  very  great  im^ 
portance.  Now  if  they  are  not  Greek*  it  follows  that 
not  one  iingle  Greek  manufcript  omits  this  important 
kai ;  if  they  are,  the  omiffibn  is  fupported  by  a  fingle 
latinising  manufcript,  which,  froih  this  very  circum* 
ftance,  we  (hould  difcover  to  be  one  of  the  Codices 
Barberini* 

P.  S.  This  certainty  we  have  at  laft  obtained  by 
ttieans  of  Profeflbr  Birch  t  He  difcovered  in  Rome  the 
very  memorial  of  Caryophilus,  in  which  he  requefts  per* 
miffion  to  ufe  the  manufcripts,  noted  in  the  Vatican  by 
349,  354,  3j;8,  1150,.  1254,  and  1209,  which  laft  is 
the  famous  Codex  vat icanuSi  Birch  has  collated  thcfe 
tnanufcripts,  and  found  in  them  the  barberini  readings ^^* 
See  the  Orient.  BibL  Vol.  XXIII.  p.  153—163.  Wet- 
ftein  therefore  adted  very  unjuftly  in  rejefting  the  col* 
leftion,  and  has  thereby  rendered  his  Greek  Teftament 
of  lefs  value; 

3 5k  Barocciafttas  tertius**,  noted  28  in  the  fecond 
J)art  of  Wetftein'^s  NwT*,  in  the  third  23,  in  the  fourth 
6.  It  is  written  on  vellum,  in  fmall,  neat  chlarafters, 
and  according  to  Mill's  opinion,  who  reckoned  it  among 
the  probatiores^  above  500  yeafs  bid.  It  contains  the 
Afts  of  the  Apoftles  from  chap;  xi.  13.,  the  catholi(t 
epiftles,  tbofe  of  St.  Paul,  and  the  Revelation  of  St. 
jFohn-,  in  which  however  the  three  laft-  chapters  faill  It 
was  firft  collated  by  Mill,  but  it  appears  from  Wet- 
ftein's  fecond'  volume,  p.  743,  that  Cafpar  Welftein,  * 
chaplain  to  the  Princefs' of  Walds,  has  coU^ated  it  ftill 
hiore  accurately,  though  the  collation  aj)pears  16  have- 
been  confined  to  the  book  of  Revelation^ 

|6i  BarQccUnUsquadr^efini\iBoftavi3S^i)i6te<i  28^111 
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the  fourth  part  of  Wetftcin's  N.  T.,  contains,  befide 
other  writings,  which  belong  not  to  our  prefent  enquiry^ 
p,  51 — 75.  the  Revelation  of  St*  John,  from  the  begin-* 
ning  to  chap.  xvii.  6.  Wetftein  procured  eitrafts  from 
it,  by  means  of  Cafpar  Wetftein  above-mentioned. 

37.  Bafiieenfis,  B.  VK  21.  noted  in  Mill  B.  i.,  in 
Bengel  Baf.  «•,  and  in  Wetftein's  firft  part  E.  It  con- 
tains the  four  Gofpels,  but  with  the  following  chafms, 
Luke  i.  69* — fc  ii.  4*  iii.  4 — 15^  xii.  58.  — .  xiii,  12. 
Jcv.  8—10.  xxiv.  47.  to  the  end  of  the  Golpels ;  but 
feme  of  them  have  been  filled  up  by  a  later  hand. 
Mill,  who  highly  valued  this  manufcript,  eftimates  its 
antiquity,  on  the  credit  of  Mabillonand  Battier,  at  1000 
years;  thefe  two  critics  have  depended  on  Buxtorf^ 
who  afcribed  to  it  that  age,  evea  a  hundred  years  be- 
fore their  time ;  and  if  again  we  abide  by  the  affertion  of 
Mill,  it  follows,  that  this  manufcript  is  not  more  an- 
cient than  it  was  ^  century  and  an  half  ago.  In  faft, 
the  eftimate  is  too  great,  even  for  the  prefent  yean 
JVetftein  lays,  the  account  communicated  to  Mill,  that 
Its  characters  refembled  thofe  of  the  Codex  Alexandria 
nus,  is  &lfe-,  and  that  it  has  marks  of  afpiration,  and 
acccntsw  He  refers  it  himfelf  to  the  ninth  century,  al- 
lotting it  the  fifth  place  among  the  manufcripts,  in  re- 
fpeft  to  antiquity,  though  he  makes  an  interval  of  fomc 
centuries  between  this,  and  the  four  moft  ancient.  Wet- 
ftein is  of  opinion^  that  the  orthography  betrays  a  copy- 
ift,  to  whom  the  words  were  dift^ted,  and  who  under- 
ftood  little  of  what  he  wrote,  as  he  has  frequently  con- 
founded f  and  ax  —  «,  \  and  »i  —  «  and  d  —  ^%  and  i;,  has 
written  xAo^juov  for  xXav^uo^y  and  for  ^nsLXzi&iAt^uVy  John 
XX.  26.  nAi^xna-fAivuifj  a  word  devoid  of  meaning,  and 
which  does  not  exift  in  the  Greek  language.  See 
Schmelzer's  Diflertatio  de  Bafileenfis  bibliothecje  codice 
Grffico  evangeliorum,  publiftiedat  Gottingen  in  1750* 

Thii 

^  The  account  which  Benge]  has  given  of  this  and  the  two  Following 
ttanafcriptSy  muft  be  fought  not  in  his  Introduflio*,  but  in  his  Apparatus 
tridcus,  in  the  remains  uamediately  preceding  the  firft  chapter  of  St« 
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This  manufcript  is  one  of  thofe  which  was  prefented  by 
.  Cardinal  Johannes  de  Ragufio,  who  died  in  1444,  to  a 
monaftery  in  Bafel,  whence  it  was  brought  to  the  public 
library  in  1559.  It  was  not  ufed  by  Erafmus  for  his 
edition  of  the  Greek  Teftanient,  as  Mill  fuppofed,  aa 
opinion  which  has  been  confuted  by  Wetftein.  .  The 
miftake  arofe  from  the  circumftance,  that  it  has  many 
readings  in  common  with  that  noted  B.  VI.  25.  which 
1  (hall  prefently  defcribe  under  N*  39.  and  which  Eraf- 
mus fent  to  the  printing-houfe  of  Frobenius,  with  ade- 
fign  of  giving  an  impreffion  of  it.  In  whatever  relates 
to  the  manufcripts  at  Bafel,  we  may  depend  on  the  ac* 
countsof  Wetftein, wh6  refided  there,  and  made  very  fre- 
quent ufe  of  them,  whereas  the  defcriptions,  which  have 
been  given  by  ftrangers  to  that  city,  are  for  the  moft  part 
erroneous,  as  they  were  obliged  to  depend  on  extrads, 
and  to  fubftitute  conjeftures  for  fads.  Mill  procured 
extrads  of  this  manufcript,  not  from  John  Battier,  as 
he  himfelf  relates,  (for  among  the  literati  of  Bafel  at 
that  time,  there  was  no  one  of  this  name)  but  from 
Samuel  Battier;  Several  of  thefe  paflages  were  revifed 
by  Ifelin  for  Bengel's  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
but  Wetftein  himfelf  collated. this  manufcript  in' 17 14, 
and  has  given  its  readings  in  his  edition^'. 

38,'Bafileenfis,  B.  VL  27,  noted  by  Bengel  Baf.  y,  and 
by  Wetftein  1 .  in  all  the  four  parts  of  his  N.T.**  Erafmus, 
who  ufed  it  for  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  calls 
it  Exemplar  Capnionis,  and  alfo  Reuchlini,  becaufe  he 
had  borrowed  it  from  Reuchlin,  though  it  was  not  his 
property.  It  is  one  of  thofe  which  were  given  by  Jo- 
hannes de  Ragufio  to  the  monaftery  in  Bafel,  ahdKeuch- 
lin  borrowed  it  from  the  monks,  who  were  too  ignorant 
to  ufe  it  themfelves,  and  kept  it  during  thirty  years,  till 
the  time  of  his  death.  It  contains  the  whole  of  the  New 
Teftament,  except  the  Revelation;  is  written  on  vellum, 
with  fmall  charaders,  and  accents.  On  account  of  the 
fubfcriptions,  and  pidures,  which  are  found  in  it,.on^ 
of  which  appears  to  be  a  portrait  of  Leo  Sapiens^,  and, 
of  his  fon  Conftantinus  Porphyrogennetus,  Wetfteia, 

conjeijtures,- 
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cdnjeftures,  that  it  was  written  in  their  time,  that  is,  in 
the  tenth  century,  Eraftnus,  agreeably  to  his  ufual 
fufpicion>  fuppofed  it  to  be  a  latinizing  manufcript ; 
this  was  denied  by  Wetftein,  in  the  firft  edition  of  his 
Prolegomena,  but  in  the  fecond  edition,  which  was  pre* 
fixed  to  his  Greek  Teftament,  he  admitted  the  charge 
to  be  grounded.  Wetftein  has  likcwife  obfcnred,  that 
this  manufcript  alone  has  as  many  readings,  which  dif* 
fer  from  the  printed  tqxt,  as  all  the  other  manufcripts 
together.  Bengel  values  it  higher  in  the  Gofpels,  than 
in  the  other  parts  of  the  New  Teftament ",  iaying,  ia 
evangeliftis  duntaxat,  (nam  etiam  a6la  et  epiftolas  habet) 
a  finceritate  commendatur.  He  procured  a  few  extra&s 
of  it  from  Ifelin,  but  Wetftein  has  twice  cbllated  it  witl^ 
great  care,  as  he  himfelf  aifures  us. 

According  to  my  opinion  of  this  manufcript,  it  is  en* 
titled  to  very  great  efteem,  I  have  frequently  remarkedv 
even  in  thofe  readings  which  it  lias  in  common  only 
with  a  very  few  manufcripts,  that  they  are  entitled  to 
the  preference,  for  inftance  Luke  xi.  2 — ^4.  where  thofe 
paffages  of  the  Lord's  prayer  are  omitted,  which  I  hold 
to  be  interpolations  from  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew : 
it  is  true,  that  in  fuch  cafes  its  readings  coincide  only 
with  one  or  two  manufcripts,  but,  on  the  other  hand^ 
they  are  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  ancient  verfions. 
Now,  the  above-mentioned  interpolation^is  omitted 
indeed  in  the  Vulgate,  but  this  is  no  reafon  for  con^ 
eluding  that  the  manufcript  latinizes,  iince  it  is  like- 
wife  omitted  by  Origen,  to  whom  this  charge  cannot 
poffibly  be  laid  '*.  Another  example  may  be  taken  from 
Luke  X.  42.  where  the  preferable  reading  of  Origen,  the 
Coptic  verfion  ",  and  of  the  margin  of  the  Philoxeniaa 
verfion,  o^^ywi*  it  en  Xf  *'*  ^  ^^^^^  *s  found  in  only  two 
manufcripts,  of  which  that  in  queftion  is  one.  Here  it 
cannot  latinize,  becaufe  the  Vulgate  harmonizes  with 
the  common  reading,  *  porro  unum  eft  neceffarium,* 
and  the  old  Italic,  according  to  three  manufcripts, 
namely  Corbeienfis, '  Veronenfis,  and  VindobonenCs  **,^ 

omit  entirely  the  Words  m^  is  irt  XS^^^*    "^^  <^h^^^ 

therefore. 
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therefore,  which  has  been  laid  io  it  muft  be  en« 
tirely  ungrounded.  A  reading  peculiar  to  this  ma* 
nufcript,  TSTfo^nTinf  «r*»  ^i  «*?  «?  rm  vfo^rufp^^  (for 
^gofnm^  iriif  »g  ng  rm  vfofnrw^  which  is  found  in 
all  the  Qther  manufcripts,  and  gives  a  totally  diffe- 
rent fenfe),  was  probably  taken  from  it  by  Eiufmus, 
from  whofe  edition  it  has  been  tranfmitted  to  others : 
no  other  manufcript  has  been  hitherto  quoted  for  the 
particle  yi,  and  no  doubt  can  be  made  that  it  is  really 
in  this  manufcript^  fince  Wetftein,  vfrho  twice  collated 
it>  has  not  quoted  it  among  thofe^  in  which  the  particle 
is  omitted.  Without  deciding  on  the  genuineoefs  of 
the  reading,  1  will  only  remark^  i  ^  That  it  is  not  a  la- 
tinizing reading,  fince  the  particle  is  found  in  no  Latin 
verfion.  2.  It  is  a  very  ancient,  and  therefore  refped- 
able  reading,  fince  it  is  found  in  the  Philoxenian  verfion 
\m£^  ^  ^  y.|  o]  *^  3^  As  this  verfion  was  made  at 
Alexandria,  the  manufcript  is  at  lead  related  to  the 
Alexandrine  edition  ^\  I  have  feleded  only  thefe  few 
examples,  but  as  they  are  of  importance,  I  hojie  that 
future  critics  will  efteem  the  manufcript  as  highly  as 
it  deferves* 

39^  Bafileenfis,  B,  VL  25.  in  Bengel  Baf.  |3,  aiKl,  in 
the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T»,  Codex  2.  According 
to  Wetftein,  it  is  an  incorreft  copy  of  the  Gofpels,  writ- 
ten in  the  1 5^^  century,  in  which  d>  «  and  n,  u  and  0,  «« 
and  «,  J3  and  »  are  very  frequently  confounded  ^°,  and 
which  was  purchafe?d  by  the  monks  of  Bafel  for  two 
Rhenifh  florins,  a  price  proportionate  to  the  value  of  the 
manufcript.  Erafmus  ufed  it  in  his  edition  of  the  New 
Teflament,  and  it  was  from  this  manufcript  that  the 
prefs  was  fet,  after  his  had  made  his  alterations,  which 
are  ftill  vifible^S  as  alfo  the  marks  of  the  printer-  Yet 
Bengel  has  allotted  a  place^'  in  his  Apparatus  Criticus, 
to  feveral  of  its  readings,  which  he  procured  from  Ifelin. 

40.  Bafileenfis,  B.  VL  17.  noted  7  in  the  fecond  part 
of  Wetflein's  N^T.,  contains  the.cpiflles  of  St.  Paul 
as  far  as  Heb.  xii^  ift.  Wetftein  has  often  quoted  it, 
and  has  probably  therefore  collated*  it  himfelf,  though 
lie  make&  no  mention  of  it  in  the  place  where  it  is  moft 

reafonable 


stVT.  VI .         MSS.  of  tie  Gruk  7'ejlummis  z%i 

reafonable  to  expeft  it.  A  remarkable  reading,  tvihich 
Erafmus  tCM>k  into  his  text  on  the  authority  of  thi$ 
manufcript,  namely,  Rom.  viii.  35.  uno  rt%  ayairfi^  rm 
^8,  for  T8  Xf ira,  is  found  only  in  this,  and  in  the  Mof^ 
cow  manufcript  ^^,  noted  N :  fome  others  have  it  as 
a  fcholion.  The  reading  is  likewife  ancient,  for  it  is 
found  in  Origen,  but  it  does  not  neceflarily  follow  that 
it  be  genuine. 

41.  Baflleeniis,  B.  IX,  in  Mill  B.  2.  in  the  fecond 
and  third  parts  of  Wetftein*s  N,  T„  Codex  2,  Wetftein 
has  named  it  alfo  Codex  Amerbachii,  Mill  has  given,, 
§  1 1 1 9,  very  ungrounded  conjedures  relative  to  this 
manufcript,  which  he  delivers  as  &d:s :  we  muit  there* 
fore  abide  by  the  accounts  of  Wetftein,  who  was  ey&« 
l^itnefs  to  what  he  relates.  It  contains  the  Epiflles  an4 
Ads  of  the  Apoftles,  belonged  formerly  to  A^ierbach, 
as' appears  from  a  fubfcription,  not  to  the  monaftery  ia 
Bafel,  as  Mill  relates ;  has  feveral  correftions  either  of 
the  tranfcriber  himfelf,  or  of  fome  perfon  who  lived 
nearly  in  the  fame  age ;  was  altered  in  fome  places  by 
Erafmusj  and  delivered  into  the  printin^-houf6>  liker 
'that  defcribed  N°  39.  Since  that  time  it  has  fuffered 
partly  from  the  mice,  partly  from  the  caislefliiefs  of  the 
book'-bind^r,  who  cut  off  from  the  margin  many  of  the 
corredions  of  Erafmus,  Wetftein  fays,  that  this  ma- 
nufcript is  more  an£ient  than  that  mentioned  N**  391 
I  have  no  further  knowledge  of  the  time  when  it  was 
written.  Mill  relates  that  Erafmus  valued  it  at  600 
years,  that  is  at  prefent  860,  but  Wetftein  has  (hewn 
that  Mill  was  miftaken,  and  that  he  applied  to  this 
Greek  manufcript,  what  Erafmus  has  faid  of  a  Latin 
one.  Mill  procured  extrafts  from  it  by  the  affiftance 
pf  Battier. 

>  42,  Bafileenfis,  B.  X.  ao,  in  Mill  B.  3,  in  the  fecond 
and  third  parts  of  Wetftein 's  N*  T.,  Codex  4.  contains 
all  the  Epiftles  and  the  A  As  of  the  Apoftles,  not  in  the 
fame  order  as  in  the  Greek  manufcripts,  but  according 
to  the  Latin  arrangement^the  Epiftles  of  St.  Paul  being 
preceded  by  the  ^(Jls  of  the  Apoftles,  and  followed  by 

the 
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the  catholic  epiftles.  Wctftein  reckons  it  among  the 
latinizing  manufcripts^  places  it  in  the  fifteenth  century, 
and  obferves  that  the  copyiil  has  inferted  tnarg^ 
glofles 'into  the  text :  for  inftance,  Rom.  xiv.  17.  to 
tho(e  things,  of  which  the  kingdom  pf  God  confius,  he 
has  added  a  fourth,  x««  a(rxfi(r»c9  an  addition  which  ma- 
jiifeflly  favours  of  monkllh  morality,  and  i  Cor.  xiv.  34. 
he  has  mitigated  the  expreflion  of  St.  Paul,  and  con- 
verted nririr^ftirrai  into  <ir»r£T«xrasf,  a  reading  found  in 
.this  manufcript  alone. 

I  have  obferved  in  the  Curat,  p.  127  and  178,  a  re- 
markable coincidence  between  this  manufcript  and  the 
Syriac  verfion,  in  a  reading  that  is  evidently  il^fe,  whence 
we  may  -conclude^  that  the  corrections  and  additions 
found  in  this  manufcript  were  not  all  of  them  made  in 
ihe  15*''  century,  and  by  the  tranfcriber  himfelf,  but 
that  many  of  them  are  more  ancient.  A6ts  xix.  18.  it 
has  TAc  ujAotfTiOLi  for  rotf  tr^a^fif,  which  Caryophilus  had 
iikewife  found  in  one  pf  the  Codices  Barberini '.  The 
Syriac  verfion  has  both  readings^  for  we  there  find  ^  re- 
nuntiabantoffenfasfuaSfCOnfitebanturquequodfecemnt,' 
imt  in  the  Latin  verfion  there  is .  no  trace  of  this  addi- 
tion, either  in  the  Vulgate,  or  in  Sabatier's  Bible.  This 
manufcript  therefore  has  additions,  v^ich  are  very  an- 
cient, and  yet  not  taken  from  the  Latio,  a  circumilaace 
.which  is  unfevourable  to  Semler's  oonjediure,  who  fup- 
pofed  it  to  have  been  copied  from  the  Complutum  edi- 
tion**. Befides,  the  celebrated  t^xt  i  John  v.  .7.  which 
is  printed  in  that  edition,  is  wanting  in  (his  manufcript, 
as  Goeze  has  obferved  p,  61.  of  his  Defence  of  the 
Complutum  edition. 

Erafmus  made  ufe  of  this  manufcript,  add  Mill  pro* 

cured  extrafts  of  it  from  Battier,  but  from  no  other patt 

:than  the  three  epiftles  of  St»  John.     Wetftein  muft  have 

collated 

h  This  15  one  of  the- examples  which  confirm  the  Barberini  readings, 
aiid  at;  the  fame  time  (hew  that  Caryophilus  and  Polfin  were  innocent  of 
the  charge  that  was  laid  to  them  by  Wetftein,  as  this  reaidin$  had  never 
been  qtt9te4,  when  Poffin  puUifhed  the  Collatio  Caryophili  in  1673*^. 
See  the  above-mentiojxed  defcription  of  the  Codices  Bafberini^  by  ft^. 
^effor  Birch  ^, 
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collated  it,  becaufe  he  quotes  it  from  the  beginning 
of  the  epifUe  to  the  Romans,  to  the  end  of  the 
Epiftles. . 

43.  Codex  Monachorum  S.  Bafilii  Roma?,  N*  119. 
noted  41  in  the  third  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the 
fourth  20.  This  ancient  manufcript,  which  Blanchini 
defcribes  in  his  Evangeliarum  quadruplex^,  P.  L 
p*  5 1 9,  includes  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament,  but 
there  is  a  chafm  from  the  beginning,  as  far  as  fAiroLyourt^ 
Matth«  iv.  1 7.  It  has  never  been  collated,  and  belongs 
therefore  properly  to  the  preceding  fedtion  ^' :  but  as 
Wetftein  has  allotted  it  a  place  in  his  catalogue,  and 
quoted  in  his  collection  fome  few  of  its  readings,  which 
Blanchini  had  given  as  famples,  I  could  not  omit  it« 
The  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  following  manufcript. 

44.  Codex  Monachorum  S.  Bafilii  Romoe,  N"*  loi. 
This  isiWetftein's  Codex  24.  in  the  Revelation  of  St» 
John.  It  is  defcribed  by  Blanchini,  p.  522.  of  the 
above-mentioned  volume  of  his  Evangeliarium  quadru- 
plex.  it  begins  with  Afts  xxviii.  19,  the  end  of  which 
book  is  immediately  followed  by  the  Revelation :  thea 
come  the  batholic  epiftles,  and  laftl]|  thofe  of  St.  Paul, 
as  far  as  Heb.  iii.  12.  Blanchini  commends  it  as  very 
ancient,  but  as  it  has  not  been  collated,  it  belongs 
not  properly  to  the  prefent  catalogue  ^*. 

45.  Bodleianus  i,  noted  45  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
Ilein's  N.  T.  is  a  copy  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  on 
vellum,  but  of  no  great  antiquity.  It  has  been  collated 
by  Mill  ^ ;  and  Griefbach  has  examined  it  more  accu- 
rately in  the  two  chapters  Mark  viii.  and  Luke  ix.  See 
his  Symbolas  criticse,  p.  clxx. 

46.  Bodleianus  2,  noted  46  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  copy  of  four  Gofpels,  collated  by 
Mill,  who  eftimated  its  antiquity  at  about  300  years. 
Grieibach  has  examined  it  for  Mark  xii^^ 

47.  Bodleianus  3,  marked  in  the  Bodleian  library 
Baroccianus  202,  is  a  LeAionarium  of  the  four  Gofpels 
written  in  995 ,  and  Weftein's  Leftionarium  5.  It  was  col- 
lated 
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lated  by  Mill,  and  again  infeveial  paflages  by  Wetftein» 
who  fays  only  ^  ex  parte  contulimus.*  It  has  many 
chafms, 

■  48.  Bo^li^ianus  4^  Wetftein's  Evs^ngetifbtrinm  18, 
'has  likewife  many  chafms.  Mill,  who  collated  it,  cfti- 
mated  its  antiquity  at  about  500  years, 

49*  Bodleianus  5,  Wetftein-s  Evangeliftarium  19, 
was  brought  from  Turkey,  and  is  very  modem.  It 
has  been  collated  by  Mill, 

50^  Bodleianus  6,  in  the  London  Polyglot  Bod.  i, 
and  in  Wetftein's  firft  part  Codex  47,  is  a  very  modem 
inanuicript  of  the  fpur  Gofpels,  which  MiU  places  to? 
wards  ^lie  end  of  the  15***  century^  Ufher  was  the  firft 
who  procured  extrafts  frpm  it ;  thcfe  were  inferted  in 
the  fixth  volume  of  the  l/)ndon  Polyglot^  and  thence 
taken  by  Mill  and  Wetftein.  It  has  a  manifeft  inter- 
polation, Luke  i.  28.  xa(  cvA^yn/Aikpf  e  xa(VQ{  rn^  KOihutt 
rs>  which  is  found  in  no  other  manufcript. 

51^  Bodleianus  7,  noted  48  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein'3  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  collated 
by  MiJi,  but  of  no  great  antiquity, 

52.  Bodleianus  24,,  Griefbach's  Codex  11  Sj^  is  ama^ 
nulcript  of  the  four  iSofpels '%  beginning  with  Matth, 
vi,  I.  and  continued  to  John  xvu  2^.  It  was  written 
in  the* thirteenth  century^  and  has  many  chafms.  Grief- 
bach  has  collated  it  in  the  following  places,  Matth,  viii, 
•a--xiv.  Mark  ir— iv,  ix.  x,  xvi.  Luke  i-r-riv.  30,  xi. 
jciii.  35. — xlv,  20.  xviii.  8 — 33,  Johni-^iii,  v,  3 — 15, 
yiii.  I — 26,  It  is  a  Codex  eclediicus,  of  a  very  extra- 
ordinzry  compofition.  It  harmonizes  in  fo  many  places 
with  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus,  defcribed  above,  N*  38, 
even  in  manifeft  errata,:  that  the  former  was  either  copiecj 
from  the  latter,  or  from  one  that  had  been  tranfcnbetj 
from  it.  But  in  fome  cafes  it  deviates  from  the  Codeif 
Jleuchlinianus,  where,  though  we  iind  the  commoa 
Tcadings,  the  relationfhip  is  ftill  vifible.  Again,  there 
are  other  paflages,  in  which  the  tranfcriber  feemed  to 
^e  in  doybt  what  manufcript  he  ihould  follow,  and  left 

•  ^         g        '  ^  y^canl 
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a  vacant  (pace.    See  Griefbach*s  Symbolse  critica?,  p.  ccii. 
where  examples  are  given. 

53.  Boernerianus,  noted  G  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wet>- 
ftein's  N.  T.  It  belonged  to  Dr.  C.  F.  Boerner,  was 
collated  by  Kiifter,  and  defcribed  in  the  preface  to  his 
edition  oi  Mill's  Greek  Teftament.  It  contains  the 
epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  except  that  to  the  Hebrews,  which 
was  formerly  rejected  by  the  church  of  Rome :  it  is 
written  in  Greek  and  Latin,  according  to  one  of  thofe 
verfions,  which  were  in  ufe  before  the  time  of  Jerom. 
The  Latin  is  interlined  between  the  Greek,  written  over 
the  text,  of  which  it  is  a  translation;  and  as  far  as  I  can 
judge,  from  the  defcription  given  by  Stemmler,  who 
made  frequent  ufe  of  it,  the  Latin  was  written  fincc  the 
Greek^'.  This  manufcript  is  preferved  at  prefent  in  the 
EleAoral  library  at  Drefdep. 

It  is  one  of  thofe,  which  have  been  particularly  dc- 
cufed  of  having  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin.  That 
it  is  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript,  that  it  very  frequently 
harmonizes  with  the  Codex  Claromontanus,  and  alk) 
with  the  Augienfis,  are  circumftances  which  afford  no 
proof  of  its  corruption,  and  (hew  only  that  it  belongs  to 
the  Weftern- edition.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  has 
feveral  peculiarities,  which  cprroborate  this  fufpicion,  fo 
that  Bengel  himfelf,  who  was  favourable  to  the  Latiniz-  X 
ing  manufcripts,  has  not  ventured  in  all  cafes  to  defend 
it.  See  his  remarks  in  the  Apparatus  criticus,  imme- 
diately preceding  the  firft  chapter  of  the  epiftle  to  the 
Romans^*.  Among  other  examples,  we  find  agiWf^Tfti 
i^dyyiKKa  for  a^iw^  r«  «u«yyfAi«,  Phil.  i.  27.  becaufe 
digne  is  followed  in  the  Latin  by  an  ablative,  and  ch. 
lii.  10.  o-uk^ofT*^ojtAfkof  for  <ru/xjtApf9»jtAfyof, ^becaufe  the  old 
Latin  verfion  had  cooneratus  morti  ipfius,  which  feems 
to  have  taken  its  rife  from  coornatus^^     Rom.  xv.  32. 

CMVjjtyet,7rav(rci)iAai  u/aiv    IS  changed  mtO    ava^v^ju  fAiy  vfAdtp^     . 

becaufe  the  Latin  has  refrigerem  vobifcum^^  It  has 
Bkewife  the  fuipicious  interpolation  «x  tyifucxifj  Rom.  i. 
32.  which  I  mentioned  in  the  third  fedlion  of  this  chap- 
ter. The  charge  therefore  which  has  been  laid  to  it, 
VoL.IL  P  -      ftcms 
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feemsTiot  to  be  whoDy  ungrounded  :  but  the  alterations 
were  probably  not  made  by  the  tranfcriber  who  wrot* 
this  maniifcript,  for  according  to  the  account  which 
Kiifter  has  given  of  his  ignorance,  he  had  hardly  fuffi- 
cient  knowledge  of  Greek  to  enable  him  even  to  corrupt 
it^'.  It  is  poffible  therefore  that  he  copied  from  a  more 
ancient  Latinizing  manufcript.  Wetftein  conjeftured, 
from  the  ftj-iking  fimilarity,  that  it  was  tranfcribed  from 
the  Codex  Augienfis^® ;  but  we  are  not  in  poflbffion  of 
the  meane  of  determining  whether  this  conjefture  be 
grounded,  or  not ;  for  he  has  entirely  omitted  the  two 
moft  fufpicious  readings,  Phil.  i.  27.  iii.  10;  fo  that  we 
are  unable  to  deternaine  whether  they  were  in  the  Au- 
gienfis,  the  only  one  of  thefe  two  which  he  himfelf  col- 
lated!'. He  has  adted  in  the  fame  manner  in  regard  to 
the  extraordinary  divifioii  which  takes  place  not  only  in 
the  fentences,  but  even  in  the  words  of  the  Boernprianus; 
for  inflance  fxaroK  xovavTtj,  Phil.  ii.  4.  where  the -Latin 
verfion  has  finguli  laborantes'*.  It  is  true  then  that  the 
Boernerianus  and  Augienfis  coincide  in  many  readings, 
that  are  found  in' the  Latin  verfion,  which  might  be  pe- 
culiar to  the  Weflern  edition,  without  affording  a  pofi- 
tive  argument  of  corruption'^.  Unfortunately  we  are 
unable  to  confult  the  Augienfis  itfelf,  becaufe  we  know 
not  where  it  is  at  prefent  preferved. 

Another  peculiarity  of  this  manufcript  is,  that  the 
doxology,  Rom.  xvi.  24 — 27.  which  many  manufcripts 
have  at  the  end' of  the  14'**  chapter,*  is  here  omitted  in 
both  places'".  This  is  likewife  the  cafe  with  the  Claro- 
montanus  and  Augienfis,  with  this  difference,  that  the 
Boernerianus,  after  ajt^af na  ir*v,  at  the  end  of  the  14*'' 
chapter,  has  a  vacant  place  of  fibc  lines  for  the  Greek 
text,  and  as  many  for  the  Latin  yerfion. 

That  this  is  ah  ancient  manufcript,  appears  from  the 
*form  of  the  charafters,  and  the  want  of  accents  and 
marks  of  afpiration'\  Yet,  as  far  iis  ^ye  are  able  to 
judge  at  prefent,  it  has  been  altered  from  the  'Latin'*, 
though  it  does  not  follow  from  this  circumftafice  that  all 
thofc  readings  are  to  be  rej^ededj  in  which  it  coincides 

with 
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with  the  Latin  veriion.  I  wi(h,  that  I  had  more  know- 
ledge of  this  .manufcript,  as  I  have  frequently  found  it 
in  favour  of  that,  which  appears  to  be  the  beft  reading, 
and,  that  an  impartial  critic  would  carefully  infpeA  it,  as 
it  is  difficult  to  form  jn  adequate  judgment,  without  exa- 
mining the  Greek  and  the  Latin  at  the  fame  time.  We 
have  reafon  to  expedt  a  critical  account  of  it  from  Mat- 
thai  ;  but  I  fear  that  it  will  not  be  impartial^  becaufe  he 
ufually  gives  the  title  of  fcurrilis  recenfio  to  what  Griefs* 
bach  calls  the  Weftern  edition*'. 

54,  Codex  Boreeli,  noted  F,  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N^  T.  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  beginning  with 
Matth.  vii.  6*  it  has  alfo  the  two  foUowmg  chafms, 
Matth,  xiii.  25— -58.  and  Mark  vi.  6 — 16.  It  was  for- 
merly in  the  poffeftion  of  John  Boreel,  Dutch  ambafla- 
dor  at  the  court  of  L«ondon  in  the  time  of  James  I.  We 
know  not  where  it  is  at  prefect,  but  Wetftein  procured 
extrafts  from  it  by  means  of  Verburgen,  which  were  made 
foon  after  the  death  of  Boreel,  and  inferted  them  in  his 
coUedtion^,  But  they  extend  not  to  the  whole  manu- 
fcript,  going  no  farther  than  Luke  x, 

55.  Fragmentum  Porgianum,  4  fragment  of  a  Coptic- 
Greek  manufcript^  brought  by  ao  ignorant  monk  from 
Egypt ;  but  we  know  not  how  many  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  it  contained,  as  the  ilUterate  proprietor  threw 
away  the  greateft  part  of  his  difcovered  treafure,  The 
trifling  remnant,  confiding  of  about  twelve  leaves,  he 
fent  to  Stephen  Borgia,  fecretary  to  the  fociety  de  pro- 
paganda fide.  It  begins  with  John  vi.  28.  and  ends 
vii.  23.  is  divided  into  two  columns,  the  firft  of  which 
contains  the  Greek  text  in  uncial  letters,  and  without 
intervals  between  the  words  -,  the  other  column  contain^ 
the  Coptic,  It  is  a  very  important  fpecimen  of  the  Alex- 
andrine editipn,  and  it  is  highly  to  be  lamented  that  fo 
much  of  it  is  loft.  Hwiid,  whp  faw  this  fragment  at 
Rome,  in  the  houfe.of  fecretary  Borgia,  having  obferved 
that  it  had  the  reading  {Tfl^f  «to»>  John  vii,  49.  to  which 
he  remembered  that  I  had  given  the  preference  in  my 
public  .lefturesj  obtained  permiflion  to  «tra<3;  its  prin-. 
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cipal  readings,  which,  together  with  a  defcription  of  this 
fragment,  may  be  feen  in  my  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVII. 

^N^267^  ; 

Britannicus  Erafmi,  in  which  i  John  v.  7.  is  faid  to 
be  contained,  is  moft  probably  the  faqie  with  that  which 
I  fliall  defcribe  in  the  fequel,  under  the  title  Montfor- 
tianus.  '  '  ^ 

'  56.  Bunckle,  noted  inMill  Bu,  and  70  in  the  firft  part 
of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  It  is  a  modern  manufcript  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  and  was  formerly  in  the  poffeffion  of  Dr. 
Bunckle,  in  London,  whofe  extrad\;s  from  it  were  com- 
municated to  Mill.  Whether  it  was  written  a  ftiort 
time  before,  or  a  (hort  time  after  the  invention  of  print- 
ing, which  laft  Wetftein  aflerted  in  oppofition  to  Mill, 
is  a  matter  of  little  importance.  It  is  faid  to  have  been 
brought  to  England  in  1476,  and  to  have  been  written 
by  George  of  Sparta,  from  whom  we  have  a  few  other 

^manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament.  This  is  related 
by  Wetftein,  without  mentioning  the  foqrce  from  which 
he  derived  his  intelligence ;  but  it  -is  probable  that  he 
fpeaks  as  eye-witnefs,  and  that  he  took  his  accounts  from 

'the  fubfcription  to  the  manufcript  itfelf *'^.. 

^7.  Byzantinus,  noted  86  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftem's^  N.  T.  It  is  preferved  at  Preft>urg,  contains  the 
four  Gofpels,  and  was  collated  by  Wetftein :  we  know 
nothing  further  of  its  antiquity,  than  that  it  waspurchafed 
by  Alexius  Comnenus  the  Second,  in  the  year  1 183. 

Csefareus,  or  Csefareanus,  muft  be  fought  under  Vin- 
dobonenfis. 

'  58.  Camerarii,  noted  88  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.T.  a  manufcript  which  Joachim  Camerarius  defcribcs 

'  as  ancient,  and  frequently  quotes  in  his  Notes  to  the 

'  Gofpels*^     It  is  one  of  thofe  few  which  have  tj irit  for 

'  <,xt»ii  John  xix.  14,  which  I  believe  to  be  a  corredion, 
though  a  very  ancient  one. 

59.  Cantabrigienfis,  or  Cant.  L  or  Codex  Bezse,  is 
that  very  ancient  and  celebrated  manufcript  which  Wet- 
ftein, in  the  firft  and  third  parts  of  his  Greek  Teftament, 

'  iias.  noted  b){  the  letter  D.  Befide  th©  well-known  writers 
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on  this  fubjeft,  the  reader  may  confult  Semler*s  Appen- 
dix Obfervationum  to  his  edition  of  Wetftein's  Prolego- 
mena, Obf.  2.  and  Grjefbach's  Symbolze  criticse",  p.  Iv. 
— ^Ixiv.  It  is  a  Greek  and  Latin^  manufcript  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  and  Afts  of  the  Apoftles.  In  the  Greek 
it  is  defeftive  from  the  beginning  to  Matth,  i.  20.  in  the 
Latin  to  Matth.  i.  12.  and  has  likewife  the  following 
chafms,  Matth. vi.  20. — ix.  2.  xxvii.  i — 12,  John  i.  16. — 
ii.  26.  AAs  viii,  29- — x,  14.  xxi.  2 — 10.  xxli.  10 — 20. 
and  from  xxii,  29.  to  the  end.  The  Gofj^ls  are  ar-. 
ranged  in  the  ufual  order  of  the  Latin  manufcripts, 
Matthew,  John,  Luke,  Mark.  The  uncial  letters, 
with  the  want  of  accents,  of  marks  of  afpiration,  and  of 
intervals  between  the  words,  difcover  a  high  antiquity^ 
and  perhaps  of  all  the  manufcripts  now  extant,  this  is 
the  moft' ancient.  It  has  a  great  number  of  corrections, 
of  which  the  befl:  account  has  been  given  by  Griefbach*': 
many  were  made  by  the  tranfcriber  himfelf,  but  others 
have  proceeded  from  a  fecond,  third,  and  even  fourth  . 
hand ;  they  betray  different  ages,  and  two  correftions 
are  fometimes  at  variance  with  each  other,  of  which 
thofe  made  Matth.  v.  36.  afford  an  example.  The  ex- 
trads,  which  have  hitherto  been  given  of  this  manufcript^ 
are  extremely  defeAive,  becaufe  neither  a  proper  dif- 
tinftion  has  been  made  between  the  correftions  and  the 
text  itfelf,  nor  attention  paid  to  the  particular  iiand, 
from  which  each  correftion  proceeded :' it  is  difficult 
therefore,  according  to  the  opinion  of  Griefbach,  to  de- 
termine the  edition,  to  which  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis 
properly  belongs. 

To  this  manufcript  has  been  laid  the  charge  that  th^ 
Greek  text  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin  verfion'^ 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  fome  of  the  examples,  which 
have  been  alleged  in  fupport  of  the  accufation,  aire  very 
extraordinary  j  for  inftance,  the  grammatical  error  uii  ro 
mBVfAx  m  ^ta  KotTocQxivovTMy  Matth.  iii.  16.  which  has  been 

termed 

« 

1  The  Latin  text  of  St,  John's  Gofpel  has  been  printed  by<Scmler,  at 
the  end  of  his  Paraphrafis  j&vangeiii  Johannis.  It  ^vvas  communicated 
toiiim  by  Kcnnicott. 

?3 
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termed  an  uiihappy  tranflation  of  the  Latin  fpiritum  Dei 
defcendentem^'.  But  a  tranfcriber,  who  defignedly  made 
this  alteration,  muft  have  been  fufEciently  acquainted 
with  the  Greek  grammar,  to  know  the  difference  be- 
tween the  mafculine  ki^ruixivovr»  and  the  neuter  x«r«^ 
Cai^QV,  and  at  the  fame  time  fo  ignorant  as  not  to  know 
that  zjvivfAx  was  a  neuter.  Mill  endeavours  to  account 
for  this  grammatical  error,  on  the  hypothefis  that  the 
tranfcriber  intended  to  exprefs  the  perfcmality  of  the 
Holy  Ghofl:>  the  conftruftion  being  fimilar  to  •  xoffio^' 
nvT'4¥  HK  iyyu),  John  i.  i  o .  where  the  pronoun  is  mafcu- 
line, though  Yo  fu)i  preceded  in  the  ninth  verfe'** 
Other  examples,  in  which  this  manufcript  coincides  with 
one  or  other  of  the  Latin  verfions,  I  omit  as  of  little 
importance. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  have  found  examples^  which 
feem  to  refcue  the  copyift  from  the  charge  of  having 
corrupted  the  Greek  from  the  Latin,  of  which  I  will 
mention  only  two,  though  many  more  might  be  pro* 
duced*  I .  The  Greek  text  varies  fometimes  even  from 
the  Latin  verfion,  with  which  it  is  accompanied;  For 
inftanccj  this  is  the  only  Greek  manufcript  now  extant 
that  has  in  the  lingular  number  t^iXdovra  av^  Bf)0«v(ft( 
tiriivAtnvy  Mark  xi.  12.  a  reading  which  coincides  with 
that  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  }jx^^-iuo  ^  <jq2u  ^,  and 
with  the  Latin  in  the  Codex  Veronenfis'^ ;  whereas  the 
Latin  text  of  the  Cod.  Cant,  has  the  plural  number, 
agreeably  to  the  common  reading,  i|iA9ovt«if  »vm¥y  et  alii 
die,  curii  exiflent  a  Bethania,  eluriit,  as  I  was  informed 
by  Mr*  Whifton>  in  a  letter  dated  Feb.  2, 1 756,  who  at 
my  requeft  examined  this  paflage%  2%  The  Lat  n  text 
iappears  in  fome  cafes'*  to  have  been  altered  from  the 
Greek*'  For  inftance^  the  Latin  verfion  has  in  general 
hie  dicet  tibi  quid  te  oporteat  facere,  at  the  end  of  Afts 
ic.  6.  but  thefe.  words  are  omitted  in  the  Latin  icxt  of 
the  Cod.  Cantabrigienfis,  as  wpU  as  of  the  Laudanus  3. 
the  only  tWo^^  in  wliich  the  omiflion  is  obfervable,  be- 
traufe  the  fpurious  addition  ^ro^  XctXt^ttii  trot  n  a  Jki'^onifi 
k  TeJe<Eted^xHB  the  Greek  text  of  thofe  two  manufcriptsv 
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Of  ftill  more  importance  is  its  remarkable  coincidence 
with  feveral  ancient  verfions.  The  firft  difcovery  which 
I  made  of  this  nature  relates  to  the  Syriac  verfion,  which 
harmonizes  with  the  Cambridge  mknufcript  in  a  manner 
that  furpafles  all  expeftation,  and  I  may  venture  to 
afHrm  that  this  coincidence  is  at  leaft  ten  times  fuperior 
to  what  is  difcoverable  between  the  Syriac  verfion  and 
any  other  Greek  manufcript  whatfoever.  Notwithftand- - 
ing  the  chafms  in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  it  agrees  with 
the  Syriac  verfions  in  feventy-feven  readings,  that  are 
found  in  no  other  manufcript,  as  may  be  feen  in  my 
Curas  in  Aftus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  p.  82.  and  in  the 
fliort  Gofpel  of  St,  Mark  I  have  likewife  obferved  twenty- 
nine  paflages  of  this  kind,  namely  iii.  1 1.  13.  17.  iv.  15 . 
28rV.  21.23. 26.  28.  vi.  25.  28.  31.  38.  53.  yii.  21. 
(in  two  readings  in  the  fariie  verfe)  viii.  i.  ix.  3.  x.  6* 
xii.  2.  14.  40.  xiii.  19.  xiv.  12'.  30.  65.  67.  69.  xv.  19. 
If  therefore,  as  fome  critics  have  affirmed,  the  Cod.  Cant» 
had  been  altered,  throughout  the  whole,  from  a  verfion, 
it  would  be  moft  reafonable  to  fufpedt  the  Syriac^.  But 
of  late  years  there  has  been  produced  a  ftill  greater  nijm- 
ber  of  ancient  teftimonies,  with  which  the  Cambridge 
manufcript  very  evidently  agrees. 

1.  One  of  thofe  Greek  manufcripts,  which  were 
collated  with  the  Philoxenian  verfion  in  the  feventh 
century'^. 

2.  The  Coptic  verfion,  in  a  remarkable  and  charafter- 
iftic  reading,  John  xviii,  i.  of  which  an  account  may  be 
feenCh.  vii.  feft.  13.  of  this  Introduftion'*.  •  The  two 
following  are  likewife  examples  of  coincidence  with  the 

Coptic,    Mark  iii.   2I.   eri  nx,H(rxy  is^eoi  aurs  01  y^aiAfAArsif 

k  PrafFefTor  Storr  in  the  8«h  fcftion  of  his  Obfervationes  fuper  Novi 
Teftamenti  veriiOQibus  S}n*iacis,  has  produced  feveral  other  examples, 
in  which  the  Syriac  verfaon  coincides  with  the  Codex  Cantabngienfi^, 
and  at  laft  conjedbires  that  the  latter  has  in  foine  cafes  been  improperly 
altered  from  the  fbrrner,  through  a  Inifbike  of  the  Syriac  text..  If  the 
conjefture  be  grounded,  he  has  detected  the  perpetrator  in  the  very  aft  j 
and  I  confefs  that  the  examples,  which  he  has  given,  aire^  not  cttvoid  of 
jrobabilitys*. 

P  4   - 
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M^i  •»  XoiToi,  and  ver.  2:9.  etfx»(Tiu;y  inftead  of  the  ufual 
reading  xfi^iu;^. 

3.  The  Sahidic  verfion  agrees  in  a  very  extraordinary 
manner  with  the  Cambridge  manufcript,  an  account  of 
\trhich  may  bcfeen  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  III.  p.  201 

After  a  due  confidcration  of  all  thefe  circumftances, 
we  (hall  hardly  conclude  that  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript 
written  in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  where  Latin  only  was 
Ipoken,  has  been  altered  from  the  Syriac ;  and  the  na- 
tural inference  to  be  deduced  is,  that  its  readings  are  for 
the  mc^  part  genuine,  and  of  courfe  preferable  to  thofe 
of  modern  manufcripts'*'\  On  the  other  hand,  I  will 
not  deny  that  feveral  appear  to  be  faulty,  being  either 
fcholia,  or  a  fubftitution  of  an  eafy  for  a  difficult  read- 
ing, or  the  refult  of  an  alteration  made  to  remove  fome 
unfavourable  doftrine.  I  will  mention  a  few  of  thefe- 
which  feem  to  be  fpurious,  though,  in  confequence  of 
the  defedive  extrafts,  which  have  been  made  from  this 
manufcript,  I  am  unable  to  determine,  whether  they  are 
readings  of  the  firft  hand,  pr  merely  correftions;  a  know- 
ledge of  which  muft  have  material  influence  on  our 
judgement  of  the  manufcript  itfelf.  Matth.  x.  4.  we 
find  Xamvonog  for  R«>«i^iTi|ff,  an  alteration  which  muft  be 
afcribed  to  the  conceit  of  an  ignorant  tranfcriber,  who 
changed  a  proper  nime,  which  was  unknown  to  him, 
hito  one,  with  which  he  was  acquainted  ;  it  is  found  in 
no  manufcript,  nor  even  in  the  Syriac  verfion,  but  is 
peculiar  to  the  Latin  and  the  Coptic,  and  proceeded 
probably  from  acopyift,  who  was  ignorant  of  the  Oriental 
languages.  Matth.  !xvii..  i.  Mark  ix.  2.  we  find  in  this 
manufcript  alone  ccmyn  for  oLyottptpn^  which  has  the  ap^ 
pearance  of  a  fcholion,  made  in  confequence  of  the  ob- 
jeftion  to  the  latter  reading,  that  Chrift  condudted,  not 
carried  his  difciples  to  the  Mount,  in  the  fame  manner 
as  Cicero  vented  his  fatife  againft  a  fimilar  ufe  of  the 
jt^tin  word  adferre,  Matth.  xxi.  7»  for  e-TrfHaStcrai/  ivmu 
fsurvj^,  a  reading  at  which  niany  had  taken  offence,  be- 

(P^ufe  Chrift  could  have  fat  pn  onljr  one  afs,  not  confi- 

dering 
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dering  that  aurwy  might  refer  to  i/a«ti»,  we  find  in  this 
manufcript  alone  iirMta  avra :  it  is  true  that  this  is  the 
reading  of  the  Latin  verfion,  but  not  of  th^  Latin  ver- 
fion  alone,  for  it  is  likewife  in  the  old  Syriac,  and  the 
Coptic.  Mark  i.  41.  the  God.  Cant,  alone  has  c^ynr^n^ 
for  <rvAay;^M(r3"f K,  ^reeably  to  the  Latin  iratus ;  a  read- 
ing found  alfo  in  the  Corbejenfis  2.  and  the  Vercellen- 
fis*"^.  This  has  all  the  appearance  of  an  alteration 
from  the  Latin  verjRon,  which  in  othermanufcripts,  both 
ancient  and  modern,  has  mifertus.  In  the  old  Syriac, 
as  well  as  in  the  Philoxenian,  we  find  )9-*^\L\  mifertus 
eft,  which  might  be  an  erratum  for  ^c^;^)  iratus  eft,  and 
give  rife  to  the  reading  of  the  Cambridge  manufcript, 
though  it  is  poflible  that  the  reading  of  the  latter  was 
an  early  corredtion  of  fome  critic,  who  thought  that  a 
word  expreffive  of  anger  was  more  fuitable  to  the  occa- 
fion,  than  one  expreffiye  of  pity.  Mark  vi.  56.  trAariiai; 
is  peculiar  to  this  manufcript,  infteadof  ayoj «»?,  an  alter- 
ation which  arofe  perhaps  from  the  fuppofition  that  the 
former  reading  was  more  fuitable  to  the  context,  which 
relates  to  towns  and  villages.  It  is  admiffible  as  a  fcho-. 
lion,  but  not  as  a  part  oithe  text.  In  this  example  the. 
Cambridge  manufcript  agrees  with  the  Vulgate,  which 
has  in  plateis ;  but  it  is  by  no  means  a  neceflary  confe- 
quence,  that  the  former  was  altered  from  the  latter, 
fince  it  might  have  been  copied  from  a  ftill  more  ancient 
manufcript,  that  had  £ir  tsrAarnaK  '°^  The  Syriac  j-oa^o 
is  a  medium  between  both,  fince  it  may  be  rendered 
either  ftreet  or  market'"^*.  Mark  vii.  19.  u^  octroy  «|ff- 
XfT«»  is  nothing  more  than  a  fcholion  for  txq  tpv  atpiS^mct 
*xTogfO£Tai,  which  is  found  in  all  the  other  manufcripts. 
Luke  xvii.  22.  it  addsrarwi/  to  the  common  text,  having 

/*»av  rm  7i(ii^(av  TOTTflN  t»  y*8  ra  av6f  wtts,  and  in  the  La- 
tin we  find  in  like  manner  unum  dierum  HORUM  filii 
hominis,  a  reading  found  in  no  other  manufcript,  ekher 
Greek  or  Latin.  This  rarwi^  determines  the  fenfe  of  the 
paflage,  which  without  it  is  capable  of  more  than  one 
explanation.;  and  the  Latin  appears  in  this  cafe  to  have 
been  altered  from  the  Greek  readijrg,  which  is  pecu- 

liof 
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liar  to  tills  manufcript,  aiid  is  found  in  none  of  the 
ancient  verfions,  that  in  other  refpefts  ^ce  with  it,  not 
even  in  the  Syriac.  Whether  it  is  to  be  explained  as  a 
fcholion,  or  an  interpolation,  I  will  not  pretend  to  de- 
termine. Luke  xxii.  16.  %m  •tk  yiamv  fifcai^i  in  the  Latin 
ufque  quo  novum  edatur,  a  reading  found  in  no  other 
either  Greek  or  Latin  manufcript,  has  all  the  appearance 
of  a  fcholion "^%  ^and  the  Latin  fepms  to  have  been  al- 
tered from  the  Greek  :  the  fame  may  be  faid  of  »  ry 
fifAs^»  Tf}c  BX$\j<rsu^  (THj  in  die  adventus  tui,  Luke  xxni.  42. 
unlefs  it  be  explained  as  a  correftion.  John  vi.  i.  «< 
ra  [Aiffi  is  an  addition  peculiar  to  this  manufcript,  it 
being  the  only  one  that  has  «•«{ a*  ru?  S-aMaeroTi?  EIC  TA 
MEPH  T9}(  TiScfia^oc,  and  the  Latin  text  of  the  Cod. 
Cant*  which  is  here,  altered  from  the  Greek,  has  trans 
mare  Galilasse  in  fines  Tiberiadis.  The  y ulgaite,  both 
ancient  and  modern,  has  very  properly  trans  mare  Ga- 
lilseJB,  quod  eft  Tiberiadis  -,  but  the  old  Latin  verfion,  in 
the  Codex  Veronenfis,  has  in  fines  in  common  with  the 
Cambridge  manufcript,  whereas  all  the  others,  which 
coincide  not  with  the  Vulgate,  explain  the  paflage  by 
different  additions,  as  may  be  feen  in  Blanchini'°*.  Afts 
xii.  5.  the  Cod.  Cant,  alone  has  tstoAAu  it  w(oviv)(ii  uv  a 

fiCTfveia  Tsrs^i  avrst  wrro  m;  ixxXf^trioti  trgo^  rov  l^iov  wtfi  aursy 

.and  in  the  Latin,  multa  vero  oratio  erat  inftantiflime  pro 
eo  ab  ecclefia  ad  Deum  fuper  ipfo,.  a  reading  which  has 
f)een  chiefly  taken  from  the  Greek'°^.  Adsxii.  19. 
a?roxTttv6i}v«t  for  awot^^nvoti  feems  to  be  a  fcholion,  unlefs 
it  be  a  corredion  from  the  Syriac,  or  the  Coptic.  Per- 
haps it  was  originally  written  as  a  marginal  note,  taken 
from  one  of  thefe  verfions,  and  by  degrees  admitted  into 
the  text.  This,  at  leaft,  is  certain,  that  it  is  not  an  alte- 
ration from  one  of  the  Latin  verfions,  which  have  almoft 
univerfally-duci,*and  the  Latin  text  of  the  Cambridge 
maritifcript  itfelf  has,  according  to  Sabatier,  vigiles  juffit 
obduci.  Ads  xiii.  47.  the  Cod.  Cant,  alone  omits  Ji^ms 
and  reads  srw  yoe^  ly^nrothyLiv  Kuf  io(>  but  not  in  the  Latin, 
which  is,  according  to  Sabatier^  ita  enim  mandatum 
dedit  nobis  domiaus.  It  feems  to  be. a  defigned  omif- 
♦        9  ^       fion 
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Hon,  and  that  npiv  was  rejefted  by  fome  ancient  critic  as 
a  fpurious  reading,  becaufe  the  paffage  of  Ifaiah,  which 
St.  Paul  immediately  quotes,  refers  to  Chrift  alone. 

On  the  other  hand,  feveral  of  the  readings  in  the  Co* 
dex  Cantabrigienfis  are  the  very  reverfe  of  correftions, 
or  modifications  of  a  difficult  paflage  :  for  inftance,  «» 
«v«6«j>w,  John  vii.  8*  a  text  which  has  been  expofed  to 
the  cenfure  of  Porphyry,  and  therefore  altered  by  many 
tranfcribers,  with  a  view  of  evading  the  objedion,  into 

2irca  a¥oth»iyu     ^ 

The  refult  of  the  preceding  remarks  is,  that  the  ma- 
nufcript  in  queftion  Cannot  poffibly  have  bieen  altered 
from  the  Latin,  according  to  the  charge  which  has  been 
ufually  laid  to  it.  The  tranfcriber  appears  to  have  afted 
like  a  critic,  to  have  correfted  the  text  from  the  beft 
help  which  he  could  procure,  to  have  derived  affiftance 
from  many  ancient  manufcripts,  fome  of  which  perhaps 
had  admitted  fcholia  into  the  text,  and  at  times  to  have 
Ventured  a  critical  conjecture.  But  till  we  are  fully  in- 
formed what  readings  are  to  be  afcribed  to  the  text  itfelf^ 
and  what  to  fubfequent  xoireftions,  it  is  impoffiblc  to 
decide  on  this  fubjeft  with  any  certainty,  which  we  fliall 
more  eafily  obtain,  if  to  the  above-mentioned  informa- 
'tion  be  added  a  diligent  ufe  of  the  Sahidic  verfion.  I 
defer  therefore  for  the  prefeht  my  opinion  on  many  points 
relative  to  this  fubjeft,  and  wait  for  the  publication  of 
Dr.  Kipling,  to  whom  none  of  thefe  fources  of  informa- 
tion can  be  inacceffible.  ^ 

The  hiftory  of  this  moft  important  manufcript  muft 
be  related  in  an  inverted  order,  becaufe  our  knowledge 
of  it  in  later  times  is  certain,  whereas  the  higher  we  af-  , 
tend,  the  greater  is  the  obfcurity,  in  which  we  are  in- 
volved, till  at  length  we  lofe  ourfelves  in  the  maze  of 
thofe  unwarranted  conjeftures,  that  have  been  ventured 
by  Wetftein.  At  prefent  it  is  the  property  of  the  Uni- 
Verfity  of  Cambridge,  which  received  it  as  a  prefent  from 
Beza,  its  former  proprietor,  in  the  year  1581.  The  learn- 
td  donor  was  fo  far  from  over-rating  the  value  of  his 
maaufcript^  that^  in  his  letter  to  the  Univeriity,  he  ex* 

preffed 


n 
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prefled  himfelf  in  the  following  manner :  etii  vero  nulli 
melius  quam  vos  ipfi,  qus  fit  huic  exemplari  fides  ha- 
benda,  fieftimarint,  hac  de  re  tamen  vos  admonendos 
duxi,  tantam  a  me,  in  Lucse  praefertim  evangelio,  reper- 
tam  eflfe  inter  hunc  codicem  et  caeteros  quamtumvis  ve- 
teres  difcrepantiani,  ut  vitandse  quorundam  ofFenfioni 
aflervandum  potius  quampublicandum  exiftigiem.  This 
paflage  is  the  more  entitled  to  our  attention,  as  Wet- 
ftein,  who  fometimes  forgets  the  rules  of  decorum,  when 
he  fpeaks  of  Beza,  has  accufed  him  nqt  only  of  being  too 
precipitate,  but  even  of  afting  unfairly,  and  of  quoting 
this  fingle  manufcript  as  two  different  ihanufcripts  con- 
firming the  fame  reading.     He  fays,  p.  34.  vereor  ut 
Beza  ipfe  omni  culpi  careat,  neque  reperio  quomodo 
ipfum  crimine  minus  fincere  adminiibratse  rei  liberare 
queam. 

According  to  Beza's  own  account,  which  he  has  re- 
peated more  than  once,  this  manufcript  was  found  at 
Lyons,  in  the  monaftery  of  St.  Irenaeus,  in  the  year  1 562, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  civil  war  in  France'% 
from  which  period  he  made  ufe  of  it  till  the  year  1581, 
and  has  frequently-  quoted  it  in  his  edition  pi  the  Greejc 
Teftament,  publifhed  in  1582.  Though  he  ftyles  it  in 
this  publication  meus  codex,  notwithftanding  he  had 
fent  it  to  Cambridge  the  year  before,  yet  no  impartial 
critic  can  find  with  Wetftein  in  this  circumftance  a 
ground  of  fufpicion :  for  it  cannot  be  fuppofed  that  Beza 
made  his  remarks  in  the  fame  year,  in  which  the  work 
was  printed,  but  during  the  interval  that  elapfed  be- 
tween the  editions  of  1565  and  1582.  At  that  time 
therefore  he  could  give  it  no  other  name  than-that  of 
todex  meus,  and  it  would  have  been  furely  abfurd,  be- 
caufe  the  manufcript  was  already  fent  to  Cambridge 
when  his  remarks  were  ready  for  the  prefs,  to  have  altered 
in  each  of  them  codex  meus  into  codex  olim  meus. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  account  of  Beza  appears  con- 
tradidtory  to  the  very  probable  affertion  of  Wetftein,  that 
the  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  Codex  P  Stephani,  which,  as  he 
relates,  fome  of  his  friends  had  collated  in  Italy,  for  his 

edition 
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edition  of  i  550,  are  one  and  the  fame  manufcript.  '  It  is 
true  that  Beza  Quotes  them  as  totally  diftinft ;  but  very 
obvious  circumftances  decide  in  favour  of  Wetftein.  Both 
manufcripts,  if  the  expreflion  is  allowable  where  the  fame 
thing  has  merely  two  different  names,  contain  only  the 
Gofpels  and  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles :  where  the  Cambridge 
manufcript  has  chafms,  no  readings  are  quoted  by  Ste- 
phens from  the  Codex  j3  j  and  the  readings  of  the  Codex 
Stephani  |3,  among  which  are  450  le6tiones  fingulares,  arfe 
in  general  found  in  the  Cambridge  manufcript*".  This 
difcovery  is  of  real  importance,  for,  (ince  the  Cod. 
Cant,  varies  from  the  common  Greek  text  in  a  greater 
degree  than  any  others-it  makes  a  material  difference, 
whether  the , -deviations  are  peculiar  to  this  manu- 
fcript, or  whether  they  are  confirmed  by.  other  autho* 
rity.  Wetftein  therefore,  in  order  to  avoid  the  error 
of  producing  two  witnefTes  inftead  of  one,  has  not  ad- 
mitted the  Cod.  Stephani  |3  into  his  coUedtion  of  various 
readings. 

The  animolity  which  Wetftefin  had  excited  in  Bafe}» 
united  with  his  harfh  treatment  of  Beza,  was  the  caufe 
not  only  that  this  difcovery  was  called  in  queftion  by 
cool  and  impartial  lovers  of  the  truth,  but  that  the  author 
was  attacked  in  a  violent,  and  even  virulent  rrianncfj  in 
a  work  publilhed  in  1 730,  by  an  anonymous  writer,  and 
entitled  Specimen  obfervationum  in  prolegomena,  &c. 
The  only  argument  of  real  confequence,  advanced  in 
this  work,  is  the  following,  that  Stephens  has  quoted 
from  his  Codex  /3  twenty  paflTages,  which  vary  from  thpfc 
in  the  Codejc  Cantabrigienfis.  Bengel*,  who  (peaks  wiih- 
^  out  warmth  or  partiality,  has  added  to  thefe  twenty  an 
inftance  taken  from  Afts  xxi.  35.  and  I  have  found 
another,  Afts  xiii.  i.  But  the  anfwer  is  eafy,  and  has 
been  really  given  by  Wetftein"',  namely,  among  fogreat 
a  nurtiber  of  quoted  readings,  either  Stephens  hjmfelf, 

or 

^  P.  445*  of  the  firft  edition,  p.  81,  S2,  of  the  fecond.    He  ftys,  noti 
i&terpoQo  me  in^contrgverfiWy  ^use  politicas  potius  (juanx  criticas  vide* 
,  tur  rarioiie?  habere, 
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qr  the  compofitor,  jnight  have  eaiily  tnftde  twenty 
«rrata»  either  by  inaccurately  quoting  the  words^  or  fet- 
tingthe  letter  P,  where  another  letter  fhould  have  been 
placed.     Wetftein's  reply  derives  a-  great  acceffion  of 

^  j)robability  from  the  doubts  which  he  has  darted  relative 
to  the  celebrated  accuracy  and  diligence  of  Stephens"*^ 
and  alfo'  from  the  following  remark  of  the  impartial 
!BengeU  that,  though  the  Complutenfian  Bible^and  the 
Codex  Stephani  »y  are  undoubtedly  one  and  the  fame 
thing,  yet  more  than  twenty  examples  might  be, pro- 
duced, where  Stephejis  quotes  from  Codex  0^  what  is  not 
Jound  in  the  Complutenfian  Bible.  Wetfte^n  has  given 
^Jikewife  particular  anlwers  to  the  refpedive  examples,  of 
.which  I  will  quote  the  follo^ying,  as  it  contains  at  the 
iame  time  a  new  argument  in  favour  of  his  difcovery. 
Afts  viii.  6.  Stephens  quotes  from  the  Codex  (3,  v^otru^j^w. 
'h  ol.9p|^^ol,  and  Mill,  from  theCod.  Cant,  m  ii  in^uiw  'o-et^ 
Tif  oi  ^^oh  'srfoirnxfi^.    Now  the  Cambridge  manufcript, 

.  according  tcfWetftein,  has  both  thefe  readings,  one  from 
.the  hwd-C^  the  tranfcriber,  the  other  from  the  hand  of 
a  COTre§:Qr. 

As  if^appe^rs  theath^t  thefe  two  different  titles  belong 
:ia  .fnift.  to  one  and  the  fame  manufcript,.  the  queftion 
natlu^Uy  arifes,  how/could  Bezagive  fo  contradictory 
an  accouaty  and  quote  them  as  different  manufcripts"? 

\       ,  Wetftein 

n  To  t].Is  may  be  added  Mthat  Semler  has  obTerved  in  his  46^^  Note 

to  WetHein^s  Prolegomena:  quomodo  fingi  poteft,  ut  Beza  manibus  fuis 

teneat  codicem,  eumque  diverfum  putet  a  Stephani  6^  fi  hie  $  fuit  nu^ 

i&ero  idem  ille  codex  f  Nunquam'ne,  qui  contulerat,  Stephani  filius  ocu- 

H«  poftea  vidit  hunc  Bezae  librum  ?  But  this  objeftion  will  be  obviated, 

'Whcnwe>recoUe6i:  that  the  manufcript  was  not  collatit^d  by  Henty  $te- 

.pbens,  for  his  father  fays^exprefsly,  T»  6^  t^.a  ir«Xf«t  m  rmm  q^irn- 

^fjim  »vT»Cxi)8w  ^*x«»r"3,     pr,  Semler   conjeftures  in  his  44***  Note    that 

the  Codex  Stephani  B  might  have  l^een.  a  tranfcript  of  tlie  Cod.  Canu 

'  an^  brought  to, Italy  a  fliort  time  before  it  was  collated.    The  fame 

thought  has  likewife  occurred  to  me,  but  it  is  attended  with  the  follow- 

iuig  dif]^culties : 

I.  Stephens  calls  his  Codex  |3,  *vefufltfmm  exemplar   in  Italia  ^h 
Mj^cis' collatuniv 

4^  It 
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Wetilein  conjedhires^  that  Beza  confounded  the  manu* . 
fcript,  which  was  difcovered  at  Lyons,  with  that,  which 
was  brought  from  Clermont,  in  which  latter  place  Wet- 
ftein  believes  that  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis  was  found  j 
and  fuppofes  further,  that  Beza,  who  lays  that  his  MS.  of 
St.  PauPs  epiftles  came  from  Clermont  in  the  diocefe 
of  Beauvais,  was  here  again  guilty  of  a  miftake,  in  con- 
founding this  place  with  Clermont  in  Auvergne".  Now 
two  fuch  blunders  together  can  hardly  be  afcribcd  to 
Beza,  and  I  would  rather  fuppofe  that  a  manufcript, 
which  had  been  preferved  in  kaly  till  the  year  1 550,  was 
brought  by  fome  accident  to  Lyons,  and  difcovered  there 
in  1 562,  by  fome  one,  who  was  ignorant  of  its  value,  and 
was  able  to  give  no  further  account  of  it"^.  The  ma^ 
nufcript  then  was  about  the  year  1550,  in  Italy,  that  is, 
according  to  a  conjefture  of  Wetftein,  which  is  ftill  lefs 
probable  than  the  former,  at  Trent"^  For,  fince  Wil- 
liam 

2.  It  is  difficult  for  a  tranfcrip^  to  faarmoaize  fo  pcrfe^ly  with  the 
original,  as  is  really  the  cafe  with  the  Cod.  Cant,  and  the  Cod.  S, 
even  if  allowance  be  made  for  the  two-and- twenty  readings  in  which 
they  appear  to  differ"*. 

n  Wetftein  adds,  as  a  new  argument  in  fupport  of  his  conjedhire,  tha^ 
Beza,  in  his  laf^  edition,  pablifhed  in  1595,  Calls  our  ipanufcript  Ckro* 
montanus,  in  his  Notes  to  Luke  xix.  26.  and  A6ts  xx.  3.  The  truth 
pf  this  aflertioa  cannot  be  denied ;  but  if  we  refiedt  tliat  Beza  was  at 
that  time  fcventy-fix  years  old,  that  he  had  fent  his  manufcript  to  Cam- 
bridge fourteen  years  before  that  period,  and  tliat  he  entirely  loft  the 
ufe  of  his  memory  in  the  latter  part  of  his  life,  the  inference,  which 
Wetftein  deduces,  lofes  all  probability*  The  two  quotations,  which 
he  has  made  from  Beza^s  laft  edition,  are  to  be  found  in  none  of  th^ 
preceding,  and  they  cannot  be  coniidered  as  corrections  of  former 
mi^kes,  Thefe  two  notes^  which  niay  be  regarded  as  n^w  at  that 
time,  as  far  as  concerns  the  publication,  he  had  probably  put  to  paper 
before  the  year  158 1^  in  which  he  gave  away  the  manufcript,  but  had. 
not  printed  them,  as  being  of  little  importaiice.  Many  years  after* 
wards,  agreeably  to  the  ufual  pra^ice  of  men  of  learning  toward  the 
dofeof  their  lives,  he  colleded  his  fcattered  papers,  and  being  4^rived 
of.  his  memoiy,  it  is  nio'wcmdertbat  he  confounded  the  Codex  Canta- 
'^'brigienfis,  which  he  had  not  feen  during  fourteen  years,  with  the  Cla< 
romontaausy  which  was  ftiU  in  his  poiTeifionj  a»  th$  two  manicrcript^ 
|rc  fo  nearly  aUied"^ 
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liam  a  Prato  Biftiop  of  Clermont,  brought  with  him  to 
the  Council  of  Trent  a  Greek  manufcript^  from  which 
iie  quoted  John  xxi.  zi,  tx¥  ctvro»  di\<a  /aivup  OTTX22  luf 
^;(opaf,  a  reading  found  only  in  the  Cod.  Cant.,  Wetftein, 
who  heaps  conjefture  on  conjefture,  concludes  that  the 
Bifhop  had  the  Cod*  Cant*  and  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  called  Claromontanus"^.  But  this  aigument  of 
Wettfein  refts  on  very  uncertain  ground,  as  coincidence 
in  afingle  reading  is  a  weak  proof  of  the  identity  of  whole 
ilianufcripts"^. 

Having  thus  far  advanced,  he  takes  a  flight  of  not 
lefe  than  feven  centuries,  and  is  fo  fortunate  as  to 'find 
the  manufcript  again  in  France  about  the  year  of  Chrift 
840 :  Druthmar  relates  that  he  had  feen  a  Greek  manu- 
script of  the  Gofpels,  in  which  that  of  St.  John  imme- 
diately follows  that  of  St  Matthew.  Now  this  conjefture 
xeniiinds  me.  of  the  ftory  of  one  who  heard  of  a  blind 
man,  and  immediately  afked  if  it  were  Homer.  Surely 
«o  one  will  doiibt,  that  nine  hundred  years  ago  there 
were  other  Greek'  manufcripts,  in  which  the  Latin 
order  of  the  Gofpels  was  obferved,  befide  the  Codex 
CJantabrigienfis :  and,  independent  of  the  objedtion 
which  Seniler  has  made,  that  this  manufcript  is  Latin 
as  well  as  Greek,  it  may  be  obferved,  that  it  contains 
likewife  the  Aftsof  the  Apoftles,  which  Druthmar  has 
not  related  of  his  manufcript'*^. 

Laftly,  Wetftein  takes  a  ftill  bolder  ftep,  and  difcovers 
the  Cod.  Cant,  among  thofe  which  were  collated  at 
Alexandria  in  616,  for  the  New  Syriac  verfion,  becaufe 
he  found  a  coincidence  in  feveral  readings,  which  he 
has  counted  as  far  as  eleven.  This  is  a  weak  argument 
in  favour  of  an  aflertion,  which  is  in  itfelf  highly  impro- 
bable, fince  we  can  have  no  reafon  to  fuppofe  that  to 
Egyptian  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  would  be 
added  a  Latin  t^anflation^  As  Wetftein  made  ufe  of 
Ridley*s  manufcripts  of  the  Heraclcan  verfion  during  only 
fourteen  days,  it  is  hardly  poffible  that  he  had  fufficient 

time 

m 

'  •  A  more  probable  argument,  as  well  as  the  anfwer  to  it,  may  be  leta 
ja  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVIII.  p.  i7f*\ 
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time  to  examine,  whether  his  fuppofed  difcovery  were 
really  grounded. '  The  public  library  at  Alexandria  was 
fooij^  after  that  period  reduced  to  afties ;  the  queftion 
therefore  propofed  by  Wetftein,  quid  necefle  eft  alium 
fimijem  atque  gemellum  creare,  eumque  ftatim  ad  ni- 
liilum  redigere^  is  totally  ufelefs.  Befides,  Ridley  has 
clearly  (hewn,  p.  61,  62.  of  his  diflertation,  that  the 
Cambridge  manufcript  cannot  poffibly  have  been  on6 
of  thofe  which  were  ufed  by  Tliomas  of  Heraclea,  be- 
caufe  its  charafteriftic  readings  are  not  difcoverable  in 
the  extracts,  which  were  added  by  the  editor'". 

With  refpedt  to  the  ufe  which  has  been  made  of  tliis 
tnanufcript ;  I  have  mentioned  above,  that  Stephens 
made  extracts  from  it,  though  with  no  great  accuracy, 
under  the  title  Codex  |3,  for  the  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  of  1550,  and  likewife  Beza  for  his  own  edi- 
tion, which  was  publiflied  in  1582.  Since  it  was  fent 
to  the  Univerfity  of  Cambridge,  it  has  been  more  accu- 
rately collated  by  Junius  :  his  extradts  were  ufed  by  Cur- 
celfeus  and  Morinus,  of  whom  the  latter  had  principally 
in  view  to  defend  the  Latin  verfion,  and  thofe  readings 
which  agree 'with  it.  A  fourth,  and  much  rtiore  accurate 
collation,  was  made  at  the  inftigation  oi  Ulher,  and  the 
extradts  were  itiferted  in  the  fixth  volume  of  the  London 
Polyglot.  Mill  collated  it  a  fifth  and  fixth  time,  as  he 
aflbres  us,'fedt.  141 8,  141 9,  and  found  a  variety  of  mat* 
ter  which  had  efcaped  the  notice  of  his  predeceflfors  i 
but  that  his  extracts  are  likewife  defedlive,  appears  on 
comparing  them  with  Wetfl:ein's  New  Teftament"'* 
This  laft-mentioned  critic  has  exerted  thcmoft  zeal  and 
diligence,  having  tranfcribed  the  whole  of  this  manu- 
fcript in  the  year  17^6..  The  world  therefore  is  in 
poffeffion  of  two  written  copies  of  the  fame  manufcript, 
and  the  critic,  into  whofe  hands  the  tranfcript  of  Wet- 
ftein may  hereafter  fall,  mull  take  care  to  avoid  the  error 
of  quoting  it  as  a  new  evidence"*. 

Laftly,  the  Univerfity  of  Cambridge  lias  come  to  a  ^ 
refolution  in  the  prefent  year  1787,  of  printing  the  whole 
manufcript,  in  letters  of  the  fame  form  and  magnitude 
as  the  original  hand-writing,  and  has  committed  the 
Vol.  II.  Q^  publi-  " 
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publication  to  the  care  of  Dr.  Kipling,  It  is  an  under- 
*  taking  of  very  great  importance,  for  which  I  acknowledge 
my  particular  thanks,  it  being  the  completion  of  a  wifii, 
that  I  have  expreffed  on  feveral  occafiotis,  though  my  ad- 
vanced age  gives  me  little  reafon  to  hope  that  I  fliould 
furvive  the  publication- 

60.  Cantabrigienfis  2,  according  to  Mill^  a  manu- 
fcript  of  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftlcs,  the  catholic  epiftles, 
and  the  epiftles  to  the  Hebrews,  written  on  vellum,  and 
fuppofed  by  Thomas  Gale  ,to  be  five  or  fix  hundred  yeare. 
old.  It  has  the  following  chafnis,  Adls  i^  i — 10.  xviii* 
20 — XX.  14.  James  v.  14.  to  the  end  of  the  epiftle, 
i  Peter  i — 3.  and  a  part  of  the  fourth  chapter.  It  has 
been  collated  by  MilP  :  .but  as  he  defcribes  it,  '§  141 9* 
as  if  it  contained  no  other  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles,  than  that 
'to  the  Hebrews,  it  is  inconceivable  how  it  can  be  quoted 
fo  often  for  the  others.  We  can  make  no  other  conclu- 
iion  than  that  M^ey  are  really  contained  in  this  manufcript, 
and  that  Mill  ha^  exprefled  himfelf  inaccurately '*\ 

61.  Cantabrigienfis  3,  or  Codex  collegii  Emanuelis 
CantabrigisB,  noted  30  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's 

N.T., 

P  I  am  at  a  lofs  to  determine  whether  Wetftein  has  entirely  omitted 

this  manufcript,  or  whether  he  lias  only  given  it  a  falfe  name.  •  It  a^ 

pears  to  me  to  be  the  lame  as  that  which  he  has  noted  29  in* the  ftcond 

part;  and  24  in  the  third,  his  defcription  of  whioh  is  attended  with 

inoi^e  than  one  miftake.    His  account  of  the  Cod.  29,  in^e  iecbnd  part^ 

is  as  follows :  Codex  ^OxOiilends  collegii  Chrifti  membranaceus  in  o^vp 

tontinet  a6la  et  epiftolas  appftolorum.    Defunt  tamen  Aft  i.  ad  verf.  10, 

item  ab  xviii.  20.  ad  xx.   14.    Quingentorum  oft  annorum.    Thomas 

Gale  contulit  et  cum  editore  Oxonienli  N.  T.  anni  1675  communicavit 

Here  Oxonienlis  feems  to  be  an  erratum  for  Cantabrigienfis,  becaufe  his 

'God.  Oxon.  has  the  (kme  chafms  as  Mill's  Cod.  Cant,  the  feme  antiquity 

likewife  is  afcribed  to  it,  and  in  the  third  part  "VVetftein  himfelf  defcribes 

his  Codex  24,  'Cantabrigienfis  collegii  Chrifti,  Tom.  II.  p.  ij.nunu 

28,'  where  28  appears  to  be  an  erratum  for  29,  bccaufe  n.  28.   is  the 

Baroccianus  which  I  have  defcribed  above  N*.  35,  and  which  in  Wet" 

jftein's  third  part  is  Codex  23.    Befides,  at  Oxford  there  is  'no  Collegium 

*  CKrilti,  but  Corpus-Chrifti  College,  arid  Chrift-Church  College.    Oner 

circumilance  however  ©ccafions  fome  perplfexity,  namely,  that  Wetftein 

'  appeals  not  to  Mill,  but  to  Gale,   As  I  am  not  in  pofli^ffion  of  the  Oxford 

edition  of  1675,  on  which  tlie  wiloje  deperids,  I  a>a  unable:  to  determine 

tiie  f^utftion'**. 
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N.T.,  ia  the  third  53.  This  is  a  very  neatly  written^ 
but  not  ancient,  manufcript  of  all  the  epiftles.  It  has 
many  chafms,  for  the  catholic  epiftles  begin  with  the 
middle  of  2  Pet.  i.  and  is  not  legible  before  2  Peter  ii.  4. 
It  is  likewife  defeftive  from  i  John  iii.  20.  as  far  as  the 
end  of  the  third  epiftle;  that  of  St.  Jude  alfo-is  wanting, 
and  it  has  likewifc.the  two  following  chafms,  i  Cor.  xi.  7— * 
XV.  56.  and  from  Heb.  xi.  27.  to  the  end  of  the  epiftle"'. 
Its  readings  were  firft  pubjilhed  in  the  London  Polyglot^ 
from  which  they  were  taken  by  Mill  and  Wetftcin'*** 

I  will  mention  two  of  them,  in  order  to  enable  the 
reader  to  judge  of  the  manufcript  itfelf.  Ephef  ii.  4* 
for  otyawup,  it  has  the  unufual  word  iwo-irAayptviak,  a  read- 
ing found  in  no  other  manufcript ;  and  Heb.  x.  6.  it 
alone  agrees  with  the  Vulgate,  and  the  Syriac  verfion,  in 
the  omiiiion  of  xai,  an  error  which  probably  took  its 
rife  in  the  Syriac'*',  as  this  verfion  has  the  whole  paiTage 
literally rfrom  the  verfion  of  the  Pfalms* 

62.  Cantabrigienfis,  n.  495  in  the  Univerfity  library^ 
noted  26  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  in  th© 
third  2 1 ,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  and 
the  Epiftles,  written  in  the  twelfth  century,  but  has  many 
chafms.  The  eleven  firft  chapters  of  the  Afts  are  to» 
tally  wanting,  likewife  xiv.  13 — xv.  10.  Rom.  xi.  22 — 
33.  the  three  firft  chapters  of  the  firft  epiftle  to  the  Corin- 
thians, I  Tim.  i.  and  iii;  with  the  epiftles  to  Philemon 
and  the  Hebrews' *^  According  to  Wetftein's  account, 
Mill,  though  he  has  not  defcribed  this  manufcript,  has 
yet  collated  it  and  called  it  Luc.  becaufe  Profeflbr  Lucas 
brought  it  with  him  from  the  Eaft.  Whether  this  be  true, 
pr  not,  I  am  unable  to  determine**'.  Wetftein  collated 
it  in  1716. 

63.  Cantabrigienfis,  n.  496  in  the  Univerfity  Library, 
noted  27  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N»T.,  con- 
tains the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  beginning  with  that  to  the 
fialatians,  and  was  collated  by  Wetftein  in  1716*'*. 

^4.  Carpzovianus,  noted  78  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's N.T.J  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written 
on  vcU^m,  which  Kiiftcr  judging  from  the  letters,  fup- 
pofed  to  be  600  years  old.    John  Gottlob  Carpzov  of 

Q  ;i      '    ,  Leipzig 
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Leipzig  had  it  ift  his  poffeffionjand  Kuftcr  procured 
from  Dr.  Boerner  thofe  extrafts,  which  he  inferted  in 
Mill's  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament. 
Des  Champs,  See  R^ius  2243. 

65,  Claromontanus,  or  Regius   2245,  preferved  in 
the  royal  library  in  Paris,  whefe  at  prefent  it  is  marked 
Cod.  GrsBC.  107,  noted  D  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N*  T.y  is  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript  of  the  epiftles 
of  St.  Paulj  whofe  antiquity  was  eftimated  by  Sabatier 
at  1 200  years.     It  contains  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews^ 
thou^>  this  epiftle  is  omitted  in  the  catalogue  of  the 
books  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  is  annexed  to  the 
epiftle  to  Philemon,  a  proof  that  this  catalogue  was  made 
by  a  member  of  the  Latin  church,  which  formerly  re- 
jecfted  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews*      In  the  fame  cata-^ 
logue  the  Latin  order  of  the  Gofpels  is  likewife  obferved, 
namely,  Matthew,  John,  Luke,  Mark. 

Beza,  who  had  this  manufcript  in  his  poffeffion,  and 
was  the  firft  that  made  ufe  of  it,  has  given  it  the  title    , 
Claromontanus  from  Clermont  in  Bauvaifis,  where  it 
is  faid  to  have  been  preferved*  But  Wetftein  contends 
,  that'this  is  a  miftake,  stnd  that  Beza  confounded  it  with 
Cant*  I.     He  conjeftures  that  it  was  brought  inta  Swit-* 
zerland  from  the  monaftery  of  Cluny,  which  the  Swifs 
plundered,  and  that  Beza  defignedly  concealed  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  became  pofleffed  of  it^.     This  is  one  of 
Wetftein's  partial  and  unjuft  refle6tions  pn  Beza,  for  if 
he  procured  it  either  by  purchafe  or  prefent^  and  there- 
by refcued  it  from  deftruftion,  he  might  furely  have 
avowed  it  openly, without  expofinghimfelf  to  the  charge 
of  a  literary  theft,  or  the  danger  of  having^  his  manufcript 
redemanded.     It    is  however  of  little  confequence  to 
know  where  it  had  been  kept  before  that  periods    From 
.the  hands  of  Beza  it  came  into  the  Putean  library'", 
•  and  was   bequeathed  by  the  proprietor,  with  all  his 
other  manufcripts,  to  the  royaMibrary  in  Paris,  where 
it  is  preferved  at  prefent.     According  to  the  accounts 
of  Wetftein  and  Sabatier,  thirty.jfix  leaves  wete  cut  out 

of 

^  Beza,  nefcio  quo  pa6lo,  hoc  enim  ftudiofc  filentio  inyolvlt,'  acqui- 

(ivit. 
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of  it',  in  fhe  beginning  of  this  century,  and  fold  in  Eng- 
land, but  they  were  fenf  back  by  Lord  Oxford  in  1729*. 
Tlie  manufcript  therefore  is  again  complete,  as  there 
fails  only  the  covqring,  in  which  the  ftolen  (heets  had 
been  inolofed,  which  is  kept  in  the  Britilh  Mufeum,  and 
filled  with  the  letters  that  pafled  on  the  occafion,  as  3 
monument  of  this  infamous  theft. 
This  manufcript,  like  other  codices  gn^co-latini, 
^  has  been  accufed  of  having  a  Qreek  text,  that  has  been 
altered  from  the  Latin.  In  fupport  of  this,  charge, 
Wetftein  has  produced  feveral  e:;amples  which  deferve 
to  be,  examined,  but  they  are  not  all.  of  equal  weight *^^ 
I  will  not  prefume  toaflert  that  the.chajge  is  wholly  un- 
grounded, for  it  has  the  fufpicious  Reading  ax  iy^nvM 
Rom.  i.  32.  which  I  noticed  in  the  third  fedtion  of  this 
chapter.  But  at  the  fame  time,  it  harrnoni^s  with  other 

ancient 

*  It  is  probable  that  the  perfbn  guilty  of  this  fcandalous  tran{:iv51Ion 
was  John  Aymon,  of  whom  Uffenbach  relates  in  Vol.  III.  of  his  Travels, 
p.  47J,  that  he  fliewed  him,  on  the  25«*».  of  January  1711,  twelve  fingh 
leaves  of  quarto  vellum,  that  difcovered  the  moll  \enerable  antiquity, 
taken  from  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript  of  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  and 
z^t  the  lame  time  added,  that  the  remainder  of  the  manufcript  was  in 
the  royal  library,  in  Paris.  l)ffenbach  defcribes  Aymon  as  a  noted 
literary  thief,  whofe  perfon  was  not  in  fafety,  as  he  had  robbed  both  the 
royal  and  private  libraries, 

»  I  have  received  the  following  account  from  a  friend  who  was  him- 
felf  in  Paris;  and  faw  this  manufcript.  *  A  librarian  has  prefixed  the 
following  remark:  Manufcrit,  gate  par  Aymon,  qui  en  a  coupg  31 
feuillets,  to  whicjh  is  added  by  another  hand,  Ou  plutot  35.  To  tliis 
manufcript  belongs  a  fecond  volume  noted  likewife  107.  which  contains 
the  leaves,  that  had  been  cut  out,  and  in  which  is  the  following  remark  : 
Ce  Volume  contenant  trente-quatre  feuillets  arraclies .  ou  coupes  du 
fameux  et  precieux  MScr.  des  Epitres  de  St.  Paul  par  TApoftat  et  le 
Scelerat  Aymon,  fut  renvoye  a  M.  T Abbe  Bignon  au  mois  de— ,  1729, 
par  Milord  d'Oxford,  Seigneur  Anglois.  II  les  avoit  achetes,  ou 
fait  acheterdu  voleur  Aymon.  In  this  fmall  volume,  befide  the  above- 
mentioned  thirty. four  leaves,  is  found  a  fingle  leaf  not  ftitched  with  the 
reft,  at  the  bottom  of  which'  is  written,  Feuillet  envoyc  de  HoUainle 
par  Mr.  Stofch,  Mars  1720.  It  is  the  \i^^^^  leaf,  and  contains  the  end 
t^the  nth  and  beginning  of  the  12'^  chapter  of  the  firft  epiftle  to 
the  Corinthians/'  The  friend  to  whom  I  am  indebted  for  this  account 
is  Profcffor-Schweighaufer  in-Strafbuj-gf'*. 

Q  3 
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ancient  verfions,  more  efpecially  the  Syriac;  and  as  no 
one  can  fuppofe  that  this  manufcript  has  been  corrupted 
from  them  all,  no  other  caufe  or  coincidence  can  be 
afligned,  than  its  high  antiquity,     Heb.  xi.  35.  it  has 
in  conjunction  with  Ihe  Cod.  Alex.  iX«(3qi/  yuyaixaj, which 
is  undoubtedly  a  falfe  reading,  becaufe  the  following 
words  T«ff  ifixfac  auTMv  are  left  without  .meaning.    This 
accufative  feems  to  be  the  remnant  of  a  reading  cx- 
preffed  by  the  Syriac  verfion  yupAuac  f^  avar««toc  nn^wt 
T3C  auTuv*,  in  the  Syriac,  \tsMi£>\  \t^asD  ^  y^^aui^  puli  qqcu 
reddiderunt  mulieribus  filios  ipfarum  ex  refurreftione 
mortuorum'^^.     Perhaps  this,  verfe  has  another  various 
'    reading,'  which  Wetftein  has  not  quoted,  for  the  Latin 
text  is,  acceperunt  mulieres  de  refurredione  mortuoruni 
fuorum,  which  exprefled  in  Greek  would  be  iXaCov  yv- 

vaiKoi,^  £^  av»rci(rs(i^  voc^ «v  auro^y,  which  with  exception  to 

rag  is  agreeable  t6  the  Syriac  reading.  Heb.  xii,  3.  it 
has,  in  conjunction  with  the  CodeX  Sangermanenfis,  a 
reading  that  gives  a  totally  different  fenfe  from  the  com- 
mon text,  and  that   from  the  firft  hand,  ayaXoyifrutrSfi 

AVTiXoyifl^i/,  which  is  likewifeexpreffed  in  the  Syriac  verfion, 
^iuibJjV,  ^Honnn  oooi  ^oi!,  qui  fuerunt  fiBi  ipfis  adver- 
farii;  and  as  the  Latin  text  of  the  Codex  Claromontanus 
is,  recogitate  talem  vos  portafle  a  peccatoribus  in  vobis 
adverfitatem,  it  was  evidently  made  from  the  particular 
Greek  text  of  the  Claromontanus,  as  the  common  Latin 
verfion  follows  the  ufual  reading'".  Still  more  extraor- 
dinary is  the  coincidence  of  the  Latin  text  with  the  Syriac 
verfion,  Heb.  xii.  i8.  though,  as  far  as  we  can  judge 
from  the  extrafts,  that  have  been  given  of  this  manu^ 
fcript,  the  coincidence  does  not  take  place  in  the  Greek 
text.  The  Syriac. tranflat or,  as  well  as  the  Coptic  and 
Armenian,  has  omitted  ^fif,  and  the  firft  has  tranflated 
the  pafllage  Jjui^^Cjco  jeO*?  ];a^  which  the  author  of  the 
Arabic  verfion,  publiliied  by  Erpenius,  muft  have  like- 
wife 

t  I  omit  the  verb,  beicaafe  I  am  unable  to  conjeflure  yrhat  U  migbt 
have  been. 

•  The  Sangennaneniis  after  ^^  has  rv. 
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wife  found  in  the  Syriac,  for  he  has  A**i^**^j^s^  ^UJI  ^1 
ii^^AM.     Now  it   IS  difficult  to  determine  whgt  is  the 

meaning  of  ad  igncm  ardeatem  et  palpabilem,  and  were 
it  not  exprefled  in  other  verlions,  I  (hould  fuppofe  that 
it  originated  from  a  miftake  of  a  Syrian  trapfcriber,  into 
which  he  was  led  by  the  fimilarity  of  the  words  Nuro 
and  Turo,  and  that  the  true  text  were  \m^^^:  V^^ 
j^2|;qjl1o.  But  this  extraordinary  reading  is  in  the 
Latin  text  of  the  Claromontanus,  where  we  find,  non 
enim  accefliftis  ad  ardcntem  et  traftabilem  igncm ; 
but  the  Greek,  text,  if  we  may  conclude  from  the  ex- 
trafts  which  have  been  produced,  muft  have  the  common 
reading  ofs*'^*.  It  really  deferves  to  be  more  nearly  in- 
fpedted,  in  order  to  fee  whether  a  correftion  has  been 
made  in  this  paffage* 

The  preceding  examples,  which  have  occurred  to  me 
on  examining  only  a'  few  chapters,  (hew  that  this  very 
ancient  manufcript  deferves  a  nacre  accurate  examination 
than  has  been  hitherto  beftowed  on  it''',  and  proves  at 
the  fatne  time  that  the  fufpicionof  its  having  been  altered 
throughout  from  the  Latin  is  ungrounded.  Were  any 
inference  of  this  kind  to  be  drawn,  we  might  with  more 
reafon  fufpeft  the  Syriac,  but  this  is  averfion,  from  which 
no  one  can  fuppofethat  alterationswere  made  in  a  manu* 
fcript,  written  in  Greek  and  Latin  in  the  weft  of  Europe. 
Whoever  wiflies  to  examine  two  other  important  read* 
ings,  may  have  recourfe  to  2  Cor.  iv.  i.  GaL  ii.  5. 
I  cannot  conclude  without  exprcfling  a  fincerc  defirc 
that  this  manufcr^pt  might  be  printed  like  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  but  I  have  little  reafon  to  exped:  its  com- 
pletion, as  moft*  probably  it  will  never  be  known  in 
France,  tliat  t  have  ever  exprefled  it, 

Mill  contended>  that  the  Codex  Claromontanus  was 
thfe.fecondpart  of  the  Cantabrigienfis,  but  Wetftein  has 
fuffici^ntly  confuted  this  opinion,  and  fliewn  that  the 
former  is  by  no  means  connected  with  the  latter,  as  ap- 
pears  from  the  difference  of  their  form,  their  ortho- 
graphy, and  the  nature  of  the  vellum  on  which  they  are 

Q4  ,  written. 
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written.  This  has  likewife  been  confirmed  by  Grielbach 
in  his  Symbols  critic??,  p.  Ivi.  who  has  examined  both 
manufcripts'*^ 

Beza  was  the  firft  who  made  ufe  of  the  Clarbmontanus: 
it  was  afterwards  collated  by  Morinus,  .wi'th  a  view  of 
difcovering  readings  in  fupport  of  the  Vulgate:  more' 
copious  extracts  were  given  jn  the  .London  Polyglot, 
which  Mill  transferred  to  his  Greek  Teftament,  and 
Wetrtein  has  twice  collated  it  himfelf  in  1 7 1 5  and  1716, 
but  the  extrafts  from  the  leayes,  which  vvere  at  that 
time  wanting,  he  procured  from  Nieuwenhuis.  The 
Latin  verfion  publifhed  by  Sabatier,  was  taken  ^  from 
this  manufcript  and  the  Sangermanenfis. 

66.  For  the  extradls  taken  from  the  14  following 
manufcripts'*%  we  are  wholly  indebted  to  the  induftry 
of  Wetftein,  namely, 

Coiflinianus  i,  noted  F  in  the  third  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T.,  contains  a  part  of  the  Old  Teftament,  and  pro-r 
perly  fpeaking  has  no  reference  to  the  New.  But  as  a 
paffage  of  the  latter,  namely,  Adls  ix.  24, 25.  is  found 
in  it  written  in  the  fame  hand,  which  difcovers  fo  high 
an  antiquity  as  the  eighth  century**^  Wetftein  has 
given  it  a  place  in  his  catalogue. 

67.  Coiflinianus  20,  noted  36  in  t;he  firft  part  of  Wet- 
"ftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  eleventh  century 
brought  from  mount  Athos^  and  containing  the  four 
Gofpels. 

68.  Coiflinianus  21,  noted  37  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels  written 
in  the  eleventh  century. 

69.  Coiflinianus  22^  noted  40  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels  brought 
from  mount  Athos:  it  is  defeftive  from  John  xx.  25.  to 
the  end :  it  is  faid  to  be  written  inaccurately,  and  to  con- 
tain readings  of  little  value, 

70.  Coiflinianus  23,  noted  39  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N,  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  was  brought 
from  mount  Athos,  and  written  in  the  twelfth  century'*'. 
According  to  the  fubfcription-it  was  prefented  tq  the 

monaftery 
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monaftery  of  St.  Athanafius,on  that  mount,  in  the  year 
12 18.  Wetftein  fuppofes  it  to  be  a  mere  tranfcrtpt  of 
the  Codex  Colli inianus  195. 

71.  Coiflinianus  24,  noted '41  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  various  commentaries  on  St. 

Matthew  and  St',  Mark  :  it  was  written  in  the  eleventh 
century. 

72.  Coiflinianus  25,  noted  15  in  .the  third  part  of 
Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  contains  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles, 
and  the  catholic  epiftles ;  it  was  written  in  the  eleventh 
century. 

73.  Coiflinianus  26,  noted  19  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein's  N,  T.,  and  in  the  third  \  6,  contains  com- 
mentaries on  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles  and  the  Epiftles, 
and  was  written  in  the  eleventh  century. 

74.  Coiflinianus  27^  noted  20  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  brought  from  mount 
Athos,  containing  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  with  com- 
mentaries, but  is  very  defedive,  and  in  bad  prefervation. 

75.  Coiflinianus  195,  noted  34  in  the  tirft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N,  T.,  a  very  neatly  written  manufcript  of 
the  eleventh  century  :  it  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  and 
was  brought  from  mount  Athos. 

76-  Coiflinianus  199,  noted  35  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  1\,  in  the  fecond  18,  in  the  third  14,  and 
in  the  fourth  17,  contains  the  whole  New  Teftame'nt^ 
was  written  in  the  eleventh  century,  and  was  brought 
from  mount  Athos  :  in  many  places  it  has  correftions. 
ProfeflTor  Storr  in  his  diflertation  de  verfionibus  Syriacis 
N.  T.  §  35.  has  fliewn  that  Wetftein  has  collated  it  in- 
accurately, and  been  guilty  of  many  omiffions''^'^. 

77.  Coiflinianus  200,  noted  38  in  the  firft  part  of. 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the  fecond  23,  and  in  the  third 
19,  contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament,  except 
the  book  of  Revelation.  It  has  feveral  chafms,  for  in- 
ftanceiMatth.  xiv.  15 — xv.  30.  xx.  14 — xxi.  27.  Mark 
xii.  3 — xiii.  4.  but  it  feems  as  if  Wetftein  had  not  noted 
them  a]r.*\  It  was  certainly  written  in  the  thirteentTi 
century,  having  been  fent  as  a  prefent  from  the  court 

*  pf 
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of  Conftantinople  to  Louis  IX.  of  France'**,  Accord- 
jqgtQ  Wetftein,  it  is  the  fame  manufcript  as  Stephens 
has  quoted  under  the  Title  Codex  ^. 

78.  Coifliniantis  202",  noted  22  in  the  fecond  partof 
Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  and  in  the  fourth  1 8,  .contains  the 
Afts,  EpTftles,  and  Revelation,  and  was  written  in  the 
thirteenth  century,  i  Pet,  ii.  8.  it  has  a  reading  which 
is  either  the  genuine  one,  or  a  very  ingenious  c^onjedure, 
.f*?  0  xa« iTrifliiirav"'*^^,  See  .Gen.  xi.  6.  xxiii.  5,  7,  12,  16, 
20.  But  I  am  ratheir  inclined  to  take  it  for  a  conjefture, 
Hiade  with  the  view  to  avoid  a  reading  at  which  many 
Had  taken  offence.  It  may  beafked  whether  this  ma- 
nufcript contains  other  readings  of  this  nature  ?'*^ 

79.  Wetftein,  in  the  fecond  part  of  his  Qreek  Tefta- 
ment,  has  another  Codex  Coiflinianus,  which  he  notes 
by  the  letter  H,  and  fays  it  contains  fragments  of  the 
cpiftles  of  St.  JPaul .:  but  there  muft  be,  an  error  relative 
to  the  number,  either  of  the  writer,  or  of  the  printer'^", 
J  have  obferved  a  remarkable  reading  in  this  manufcript, 
which  is  likewife  found  in  the  Alexandrinus,  pamelyi 
I  Cor.  X.  28.  iff^SuTOk  for  iiJ«Xo9uTw,  / 

80.  Coiflinianus  2.05,  noted .21  in  the  fecond  partof 
Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  in  the  third  17,  and  in  the  fourth  19, 
contains  the  Adls,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation,  with  the 
following  chafms,  I  Cor.  xvi*  17- — ,%  Cor,  i.  7.  Heb. 
5:iii.  15.  to  thaend  of  the  epiftle,  and  Rev.  i.  i — ii.  5^ 

.  though  this  laft  chafm  has  been  filled  up  by  a  modern 
hand.  It  appears  from  a  fubfcription^  that  it  was  pur- 
chafed  by  one  Antonius  a  monk  in  the  year  1079*^*. 

81.  The  follovving  Codices  Colbertini'^%  I  will 
arrange,  not  according  %o  the  numbers  by  which  they  are 
marked,  but  after  the  order  ip  yvhich  they  are  placed  by 
Wetftein,  by  which  means  will  be  avoided  the  tedious 
repetition  of  the  perfons^i  by  whoiu  they  have  been 
collated,  ,  ,    ^ 

Qolber- 

»  Perhaps  this  is  a  miftake  for  102.  Trefchow  p.  9.  of  ^w^^Tentanvca 
writes  as  follows  i  de  codice  202  hoc  monendum  eft,  aut  in  numerando 
codices  Coiflinianos  Wetfteniiim  non  fcmper  bibliothecam  Coiflinianam 
iequutum  efle,  aut  apcrte  errafle,  quando  in  II  p^rte  N.  T.  Coifl.  M* 
nb  litcra  H,  ct  ctiam  fub  numero  22  attuUt'*7, 
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Colbertinus  2467,  noted  22  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein*s  N,  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels.  » 

82.  Colbertinus  3947,  noted  23  m  the  firft  partoC 
Wetftein*s  N.  T,,  contains  the  four  Gofpels.     Thofeof 
St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark  are  accompanied  with  a  • 
Latin  verfion. 

83.  Colbertinus  41 12,  noted  24  in  the  firft  part  cif 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
-at  prefent  Cod,  Regius  178,  was  written  in  the  eleventh 
century,  and  has  a  great  many  correftions,  which  are 
by  no  means  unimportant',  Griefbach  fuppofes  that  th6 
tranfcriber  made  ufe  of  many  manufcripts :  he  has  given 
a  fpccimen  of  its  readings  in  his  Symbolte,  p.  clxv. 

84.  Colbertinus  2259,  noted  25  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  (rofpels. 
See' Grie(bacb's  Symbols,  p,  clxiv^ 

85.  Colbertinus  4078,  noted  26  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  and  was 
written  in  the  eleventh  centurv. 

The  five  preceding  manufcripts  were  collated  by 
Simon,  and  their  readings  noted  in  the  margin  of  Cur- 
cellaus's  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament :  but  the 
number  of  the  manufcripts  is  mentioned  in  favour  of 
each  reading  without  their  being  particularly  fpecified'^'* 
This  copy  was  givei)  by  Allix  to  Wetftein,  who  tranf- 
ferred  thefe  marginal  notes  into  his  col^eftion  of  read- 
ings,; but  he  was  obliged  in  this  inftance  to  deviate  from 
his  ufual  mode  of  notation,  and  inftead  of  writing  Codex 
%i^  2.3,  &c.  he  could  only  mention  Colbertinus  unus, 
Colbertini  duo,  &c.  being  unable  to  determine  the  ma- 
nufcripts themielves. 

86.  Colbertinus  6043,  in  Mill  Colb.  i,  noted  27 
in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript 
06  the  four  GoTpels,  in  which  many  readings  have  been 
erafed,  and  others  fubftituted  in  their  ftead. 

87.  Colbertinus  4705,  in  Milf  Colb,  2,  noted  28 
in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein*^  N,  T.,  is  a  copy  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  whofe  antiquity  was  eftimated  by  Mill  at 
?0Q  years'^*,     JJe  fays  tliat  it  is  full  of  chafms,  that  one 

Gofpcl 
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Gofpel  is  interpolated  from  another,  that  its  ieadings 
differ  confiderably  from  the  ufuai  text,  and  that  it  ap> 
pears  to  have  been  written  b)^  a  Latin  tranfcriber.  But 
•the  fentiments  of  Mill,  which  are  unfavourable  to  its 
readings,  have  been  called  in  queftion  by  Wetftein'^^ 
This  I  have  myfelf  obferved  on  carefully  collating  the 
Syriac  verfion  of  St.  Mark's  Gofpel,  that  this  manu- 
fcript  agrees  with  the  Syriac  in  particular  readings,  which 
it  has  in  common  with  the  Latin.  See  'the  Curs^  in 
Aftus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  §  xi.  p.  179. 

88.  Colbertinus  6066,  in  Mill  Colb.  3.  noted  29  in 
the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four 
Gofpels,  with  exception  to  the  fifteeji  firft  chapters  of 
St.  Matthew.  Mill  relates,  that  he  difcovered  in  the 
text  of  this  manufcript  many  marginal  notes,  and  ini- 
tiatory formules,  taken  from  the  Leftionaria. 

89.  Colbertinus  4444,  in  Mill  Colb.  4.  and  noted 
30  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T,  Mill  fpeaks  of 
*  variationes  e  xvi.  prioribus  capitibus  Matthaei,'  which 
words  I  have  retained,  becaufe  I  know  not  whether  he 
means,  that  the  maaufcript  has  only  various  readings,  or 
the  fixteen  chapters  themfelves'^^.  The  defcription  of 
Wetftein  is  agreeable  to  the  latter  acceptation,  but  he 
has  not  mentioned  whether  Mill'^  account  be  accurate, 
from  which  alone  he.feems  to  have  borrowed  his  own. 

90.  Colbertinus  6083,  likewife  noted  by  Mill  Colb, 
4"".  who  unites  it  with  *tlie  preceding'",  but  diftin- 
guifhed  by  Wetftein,  who  ha^  marked  it  Codex  31. 
Both  of  them  defcribe  it  as  contp-ining  various  readings 
of  the  remaining  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  and  the  fix 
firft  chapters,  with  the  half  of  the  feventh,  of  St.  Mark^s 
Gofpel.  Their  defcription  feems  to  imply  that,  it  has 
merely  various  readings,  byt  it  is  probable  that  it  con- 

•  -  ."      tains 

*  This  manufcript  is  underftood  by  Mill  when  he  quotes  Colb.  a.  for 
fsvrrvn  inftead  of  ca/re  Matth.  xxvii.  53.  and  .Wetftein  is  guilty  of  an 
error  in  calling  it  Cod,  30  j  for  his  Cod.  30  has  only  the  fixteen  iirft  chap- 
ters of  St.  Matthew'58,  The  reading  is  remark;^ble,  as  it  is  peculiar  io 
tliis  manufcript,  and  entirely  alters  the  fenfe,  but  it  has  the  appearance 
of  a  critical  conjeftnre. 
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tains  the  text  itfelf,  and  that  Mill  has  exprefled  himfelf 
with  inaccuracy,  which  Wetftein  has  not  correfted''*. 

91.  Gotbertinus  651 1,  in  Mill  Colb.  5,  noted  32  in 
the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  fraginent,  begin- 
ning with  Matth.  X4  22.  and  ending  with  the  xxv^** 

chapter^  .  • 

92;  Colbert inus  2844,  in  Mill,  who  divided  it  into 
Ijhree  feparate  manufcripts'^'',  Colb.  6,  7,  8*  and  noted 
33  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T*,  in  the  fecond 
17,  in  the  third  13.  It  contains  the  whole  New  Tefta- 
ment)  except  the  book  of  Revelation,  and  was  in  Mill's 
timeJuppofed  to  be  600  years  old.  This  critic  has, af- 
ferted  that  it  has  many  interpolations,  of  which  perhaps 
that  is  an  inftance,  which  I  have  remarked  in  the  Curse 
in  Adlus  Apoft.  Syr.,§  Xi.  p.  179.  namely,  that  this  is 
the  only  Greek  manufcript  which  has  xofaorio^  for  uotJiov^ 
Markv.  39.  agreeably  to  the  Syriac  and  Latin  verfionsj 
but  this  reading  is  probably  an  interpolation  from  St. 
Matthew,  as  Wetftein  has  already  obfervcd.  It  is  the 
only  Greek  manufcript,  except  the  Codex  Stephani  u, 
which  has  fj^ovoysifn^  3'fiof,  John  i.  18.  a  reading  confirm-, 
ed  by  very  many  quotations  of  the  fathers*^' ;  and  the 
only  one  which  confirms  my  conjefture,  that  tv  rat? 
xa^iiAig  vfAtay  is  the  truc  reading,  2  Cor.  iii.  2.  unlels 
we  fuppofe  it  to  be  the  refult  of  a  conjefture  in  the 
tranfcriber  of  this  manufcript.  Adts  xxi.  25.  lAnSsv 
roisTov  rn^siv  auT»ff  n  /uti,  which  I  fufpedt  to  be  a  fcholion, 
is  omitted  in  this  manufcript,  and  two  others  only,  but 
the  omifiion  is  confirmed  by  the  Vulgate,  Syriac,  Coptic, 
and  Ethiopic.  This  manufcript,  which  appears  to  me 
of  real  importance,. is  defcribed  byrGrieft)ach  in  his  Sym- 
bolce,  p.  clxvi.  who  defends  it  againft  the  fufpicion  of 
its  having  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  relates  that  its 
readings  harmonize  with  thofe  of  Ori^en,  refers  it  to 
the  eleventh  or  twelfth  century,  and  eftimates  it  as  a 
manufcript  of  great  value. 

,  Of  the  manufcripts  mentioned  in  the  feven  laft  num- 
bers, and  which  ar6  given  in  Mill's  Greek  Teftament 
as  eight  pianufcripts,  that  learned  critic  has  given  a  col- 

ledioji 
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leAion  of  readings,  which  was  made  by  Larroque,  and 
communicated  by  AUix.  But  Larroque  appears  to  have 
executed  the  talk  in  a  very  fuperficial  manner,  for  Grief- 
bach  mentions  in  his  Symbols,  p.  clxviii.  that  he  has 
difcovered  in  the  1 8  firft  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  in 
the  laft- mentioned  rpanufcript,  above  306  readings, 
many  of  which  are  of  importance,  that  Larroque. has 
entirely  omitted.  The  manufcript  therefore  deferves  to 
be  collated  anew. 

93.  The  twelve  following  Codices  Cblbertini  are 
fimply  lieftionaria  of  the  four  Gofpels,  which  Wetflein 
Collated  in  1715. 

Colbertinus  700,  noted  i  among  Wetftein*s  Eyange- 
liftaria,  who  refers  it  to  the  ninth  century,  but  other  cri- 
iicsafcribe  to  it  a  greater  antiquity. 

94.  Colbertinus  2215',  noted  2  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  is  at  prefent  incomplete. 

95.  Colbertinus  614,  noted  7  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  was  written  in  the  thirteenth  century. 

96.  Colbertinus  648,  noted  8,  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  a  manufcript'  of  the  fourteenth  century. 

97.  Colbertinus  681,  noted  9  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  is  defeftiye,  and  in  particular  the  por* 
tipns  of  fcripture,  appointed  to  be  read  on  the  feftivals, 
are  wanting.  ' 

98.  Colbertinus  721,  noted  10  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  is  ftill  more  imperfeft. 

99.  Colbertinus  1265,  noted  1 1  among  W^etftein's 
Evangeliftaria,  appears  to  have  been  a  part  of  the  pre- 
ceding. 

100*  Colbertinus  824,  noted  12  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria^  is  defeftive  in  the  beginning.  " 

loi^  Colbertinus  1241,  noted  r3  among  Wetftein's 
Evanjgeliftaria;  mahy  leaves  are  wanting. 
^     102.  Colbertinus  1282,  noted  1 4  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria. 

103,  Colbertinus  1824,  noted  15  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria. 

7  I04«  C0I7 
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104*  Colbcrtinus  i^^^^  noted  16  among  Wetftein's 
Evangeliftaria. 

Colbertinus  5149  will  be  defcribed  under  the  title 
Codex  Cyprius. 

105.  Corfendoncenfis,  noted  3  in  the  firft,  fecond, 
and  third  parts  of  Wetftein's  N,  T.  The  name  was 
given  it  by  Erafmus,  who  ufed  it  in  his  fecond  edition  of 
t^e  Greek  Teftament,  when  it  belonged  to  the  Collegium 
Cqrfendondenfe*^*.  With  exception  to  the  book  of 
Revelation,  it  contains  the  whole  New  Teftament :  and 
appears  to  have  been  written  in  the  twelfth  century, 
TThe  tranfcriber  has  (hewn  great  ignorance  in  his  mannej: 
of  inferting  marginal  notes  into  the  text,  for  he  has 
Written,  2  Cor.  viii.  4.  Jf^ao-S-aj  ftjx^x^,  iv  vraXkoi^  twv  av- 
tiyja^ajy  8T«?  f'jfTiTai,  xai  »xa3"«?  nXvia-ocfAev^  '•      Wetftein 

likewife  contends  ihat  the  text  has  been  fometimes  al- 
tered from  the  Latin.  It  was  collated  by  Walker'% 
whofe  extrafts  were  inferted  in  Wetftcin's  colle<5lion- 
It  is  at  .prefent  in  the  imperial  library  at  Vienna,  whither 
it  was  brought  from  that  of  Prince  Eugene,  is  noted 
Auftarii  15,  and  is  defcribed  in  Trefchow*s  Tentamen, 

106.  Cottonianus,  is  marked  in  the  Cotton  library 
Tit.  C*  15.  and  in  Wetftein's  firft  part  Codex  I;  it 
contains  only  the  following  fragments,  Matth.  xxvi.  57 
—65.  xxvii.  26 — 34.  John  xiv.  2 — 10.  xv.  15 — 22* 
and  in  feveral  places  has  correftions :  Wetftein  collated 
it  in  17 1 5'**. 

107.  Cottonianus,  ranked  in  the  Cotton  library  under 
Vefpafianus  B.  XVIII.  in  the  fecond  and  third  parts  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  Leiftionarium  2,  contains  the  portions 
of  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles,  and  of  the  Epiftles,  appoint- 
ed to  be  r^ad  throughout  the  whole  year,  and  is  faid  to 
have  been  written  in  the  eleventh  century.  Galley  col- 
lated it  in  1735,  and  Wetftein  inferted  his  extrafts. 

to8.  John,  Covell,  Profeflbr  of  Divinity  in  the  Um% 
verfity  of  Cambridge^  brought  with  him  from  the  Eaft 
the  five  following  ihanufcripts^  which  were  collated  by 
Mill^ 

CovelUan^S' 
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CovelHanus  i,  noted  65  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T.,  contains  the  four  GofpeIs'^^ 

109.  CoveUianuS'  2,  noted  31  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetilcin's  N.  T.,.  in  the  third  25,  in  the  fourth  7,  is  a 
manufcript  of  the  Adls,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation,  writ- 
ten in  the  j^ear  1087^^*.  It  has  feveral  very  extraordi-^ 
nary  readings,  for  inftance  -uxa^  av3"f w^rtvt?  ^uorf*,  i  Pet,  ii; 
13.  The  Syriac  tranflator  has  here  jjuj  «aio  ^\n\, 
omnibus  hominibus,  whence  it  appears  that^  ^wk  is  a 
mere  fcholion  for  xtjitk.  Ilvfu/xa  inftead  of  X6*^f*> 
I  John  ii.  27.  which  this  manulcript  has  in  common 
with  the  Coptic  and  Ethiopic  verfions,  is^  an  evident 
fcholion;  for  Wetftein  quotes  xf  *^/^'*  '^®  xDrkfu/*a'^9.  From 
thefe  examples^  it  appears  that  the  manufcript  is  of  no 
great  value. 

no*  Covellianus  3,  noted  32  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftem's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  26^  has  the  Afts  of  the 
Apoftles,  beginning  with  ch.  i.  1 1,  with  all  the  Epif- 
tles, and  was  fuppofed  by  Mill  to  be  500  years  old* 
Rom.  xi.  33.  it  has  X2  jSa^o?  -crXaTif  o-a^tco^,  without  the 
jt«i,  an  omiffion  peculiar  to  this  manufcript,  the  Sanger- 
manenfis,  and  the  Vulgate.  It  may, be  afked  therefore, 
whether  it  belongs  to  the  Weftern  edition,  and  whether 
it  has  more  readings  of  this  kind  ? 

III.  Covellianus  4^  noted  33  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein*s  Ni  T.,  in  the  third  27,  x:ontains  the  Acb 
and  Epiftles^  but  is  written  in  a  modern  hand'^^ 
-  i];2.  Covellianus  5,  called  likewife  Sinaiticqs,  be- 
caufe  Covell  brought  it  from  mount  Sinai,  noted  34  in 
the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T*,  in  the  third  28, 
and  in  the  fourths,  .contains  the  Afts,  Epiftles,  and 
Revelation  ;  but  it  Jbas  been  iryured,  and  rendered  ille- 
gible' in  very  many  places,  by  the  dampnefs  of  the  place 

in 

r  This  is  the  cafe  in  i  John  v.  7,  8.  But  Woide  has  with  great  dif- 
ficulty difcovered  the  following  words  and  letters  :—•'...  m  Vt 
vvsvfxa  .  .  .  *.  «X  •  •  .  .  0  ...  I  T^etc  tia-i  ....  fjux^rv^oi  *,  .  •  •  "^ 
fsnivf/.*    TO    v^K^  xat  to  atfjut  .    •  •  •    t^u?    i»c    to    •  •  ..  .    fxa^^t    «  •  •  •   ^ 

•  .  .  4  aw  .  .  .  .  y'ofj^n  .  and  fays  I  John  v.  7.  is  undoubtedly  wantingf 
which  is  likewife  confirmed  by  Mill :  but  the  legible  palFag^s  ought 
carefully  to  be  diilinguiihed  from  the  illegible. 
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in  which  it  had  been  kept.  It  begins  with  Afts  1.  20. 
and  the  laft  lines  of  the  book  of  Revelation  are  likewife 
wanting.  It  is  preferved,  as  \  have  been  informed  by 
Woide,  in  the  Britifli  Mufeum,  in  the  Harleian  library, 
and  noted  N^  5778. 

113.  Cyprius,  or  Colbertinus  5149,  noted  K  in  the 
firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  copy  of  the  four  Gof- 
pels,  brought  from  the  ifland  of  Cyprus,  and  referred 
by  Simon  to  the  tenth  century.  He  collated  it,  and  his 
extrafts  were  inferted  in  Mill's  edition.  According  to 
Wetftein,  it  is  a  latinizing  manufcript,  but  thi$  charge, 
though  laid  to  fo  many  by  that  critic,  is  feldom  ground- 
ed. The  very  ancient  reading,  oux  ava6a»i^«,  John  vii.  8. 
which  this  manufcript  has  in  common  with  the  Canta-- 
brigienfis,and  which  in  later  manufcript s  is  altered  to  ouTciy  , 
«»«C«iifca,  becaufe  Porphyry  hjid  ufed  it  as  a  ground  of 
objeAion,  deferves  particular  attention,  and  is  undoubt- 
edly no  alteration  from  the  Latin,  becaufe  it  is  found  in 
feveral  Mofcow  manufcripts,  quoted  by  Matthai,  but 
to  be  afcribed  to  the  high  antiquity  of  thefe  manufcripts, 
and  the  bonefty  of  the  tranfcribers,  who  ventured  not  to 
alter  the  text,  in  order  to  avoid  the  ridicule  of  Porphyry, 
This  manufcript  appears  to  me  to  be  of  great  value,  and 

I  wifti  that  we  had  more  accurate  extrafts  from  it.  A 
fac-fimile  of  its  characters,  engraved  in  copper-plate, 
may  be  feen  in  Blanchini  Eyangeliarium  quadruples, 
P.  I.  p.  492.  pi.  3"*  from  that  page, 

1 14.  Doiizse,  noted  79  in  the  jfirft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N. T.,  a  Greek-Latin  manufcript.  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
which  is  quoted  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John,  on 
the  evidence  of  Gomarus. 

Drefdenfis,  fee  Loefcherianus. 

Dublinenfis'^*,  fee  Montfortianus, 

lie,  Eubefwaldianus,  noted  100  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T,,  is  a  copy  of  the  Gofpels,  which  for- 
merly belonged  to  Baron  Paul  of  Eubefwald,  and  was 
^fed  by  Wagenfeil :  a  reading  has  been  taken  from  it 
John  viii.  6. 

1 16.  Ebnerianus,  noted  105  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
VoL.IL  R  ftdn*» 
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fteiri's  N,T.,  is  a  Very  neat  manufcript  of  the  New  Tef- 
tament,' ex;cepting  the  book  of  Revelation,  formerly  in 
the  pofleffi^n  of  Hieronymus  Williaoi  Ebner  of  Efchen- 
bach  at  Nuiremberg,  who  intended  to  publilh  it,  with 
the  various  readings  of  fix  other  manufcripts,  but  did 
liot  execute  his  defign.     Schoenleben  has  defcribed  it 
in  1738,  in  his  Notitia  codicis  N.  T.  mfcr.  quern  fervat 
Hier.  Guil.  Ebner  ab  Efchenbach.     Wetftein,  though 
he  has  admitted  it  into  his  catalogue,  has  made  ufe  of 
it  oilly  in  the  eighth  chapter  of  St.  John  i  in  other  re- 
fpeds  it  belongs  properly,  as  well  as  feveral  of  the  pre- 
ceding, to  the  clafs  of  uncoUated  manufcripts.    Accord- 
ing to  a  fubfcription  at  the  end  of  the  epiftle  to  tbe^ 
Hebrews,  it  was  written  in  the  year  1391. 

117.  Ephefius,  noted  71  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
^  ftein^s  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels  written  in  the 

year  n66,  and  formerly  in  pofleffion  of  a  bifliop  of 
Ephefus,  whence  it  has  taken  its  name.  It  is  at  prefent 
in  the  Archbifliop*s  library  at  Lainbeth,  to  which  it  was 
prefented  by  Trahern,  together  with  the  extradSis  which 
he  had  made  from  it.  Th^fe  were  inferted  by  Mill,  in 
his  coUedion  of  readings. 

118.  Codex  Ephremi,  01^  Codex  Regius  1 905,  noted  in 
the  Catalogue  of  MSS.  '^Vin  the  royal  library  in  Paris  IX,v 
and  in  all  the  four  parts  of  VVetftein's  Greek  Teftament, 
by  the  letter  C.  Griefbach  has  very  particularly  de- 
fcribed ft  in  his  Symbolae,  p.  iii — liv.  It  is  written  on 
vellum,  and  is  of  very  high  antiquity.  The  firft  part  of 
it  contains  feveral  Greek  works  of  Ephrem  the  Syrian, 

.  written  over  fome  more  ancient  writings,  which  had  been, 
crafed,  though  the  traces  are  ftlll  vifible,  and  ih  moft 
places  legible.  Thefe  more  ancient  writings  were  the 
whole  Greek  Bible.  According  to  Wetftein,  the  New 
Teftament  has  the  following  chafms  :  Matth.  v,  15 — 
vii,  5.  xvii,  27 — xviii,  28.  xxii,  21 — xxiii,  17.  xxiv, 
10—45.  ^^^»  30— xxvi,  22.  xxvii,  11—46.  xxviii, 
15— Mark  i,  ly^  vi,  32 — viii,  15.  xii,  30 — xiii,  18. 
X-ukeii,  6 — ^42.  iii^  21 — iv,  25.  vi,  4 — 36.  vii,  17-^ 
viii,  2.8.  xii,  4— xix,  42.  xx,.  28-— xxi,  20.  xxii,  20-^ 
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xxiii,  25.  xxiv,  7 — 45.  John  i,  42 — iii,  32.  v,  17 — 
vi,  37.  vii,  3 — vm>34.  ix,  11 — xi,  7.  xi,  47 — xiii,  8. 
xiv,  8 — xvi,  21.  xviii,  36 — rXx,  25.  Afts  iv,  3— v, 
34.  X,  43 — xiii,  I.  xvi,  36 — xx,  10.  xxi,  31 — xxii, 
20.  xxiii,.  18 — xxiv,  14.  xxvi,  20— xxvii,  16.  xxviii^ 
5.  to  the  end.  James  iv,  3.  to  the  end.  i  Peter  iv,  5. 
to  the  end.  1  John  iv,  3.  to  the  end.  Rom.  ii,  5— 
iii,  2i«  ix,  6 — X,  14.  xi,  31 — xiii,  10.  i  Cor.  vii,  18— 
ix,  6.  xiii,  8 — xv,  40.  2  Cor.  x,  9 — Gal.  i,  20.  Eph.-i 
— ii,  18.  iv,  17 — Phil,  i,  22.  iii.  5.  to  the  end.  i  ThelT. 
ii,  9 — Heb.ii,  4.  vii,  26 — ix,  15.  x,  24 — xi,  15.  i  Tim. 
i — iii,  9.  v'.  20.  to  the  end.  llevel.  iii,  20 — v,  14.  vii. 
14 — ix,  16.  xvi,  14 — xviii,  2.  xix,  10.  to  the  end.  Be- 
fide  thefe  chafms,  it  is  in  many  places  illegible,  and 
Gricfbach  therefore  very  properly  obferves,  thatweought 
not  immediately  to  conclude,  that  it  coincides  with  the 
common  reading,  where  Wetftein  has  not  quoted  it 
among  the  various  readings.  We  may  prefume  that 
thofe  manufcripts  are  very  ancient,  in  which  an  old  text 
has  been  erafed  to  make  room  for  a  new,  and  Wetftein 
contends  that  this  was  written  before  the  year  542^ 
though  his  arguments  are  not  wholly  decifive.  Its  read* 
ings,  like  thole  of  all  other  very  ancient  manufcripts, 
are  in  favour  of  the  Latin,  but  no  proof  can  be  given 
that  this  has  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin  veriion. 
Exaro$^  for  fK  *»y  fK,  Mark  xiv.  19.  has  more  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  fcholion,  for  fcholia  are  difcoverable  even 
in  the  moft  ancient  manufcripts  '^'.  It  has  been  altered 
by  a  critical  correftor,  who,  according  to  Gricfbach, 
muft  have  lived  many  years  after  the  time  in  which  the 
nianufcript  was  written,  and  has  probably  erafed  many 
of  the  ancient  readings. 

Kiifter  was  the  firft  who  procured  extra&s  from  it, 
and  he  inferted  them  in  his  edition  of  Mill's  Greek  Tef- 
tament.  Wetftein  has  repeatedly  collated  it  with  very 
great  accuracy,  and  the  numerous  readings,  which  he 
has  quoted  from  it,  greatly  enhaxice  the  value  of  hi»  edi- 
tion. He  fays  himfelf,  that  he  was  unable  to  read  many 
faded  paflages,  and  that  on  a  new  examination,  by  the 

J  2     .  help 
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help  of  good  eyes,  frefli  difcoveries  might  be  made.;  hvt 
Gnefbach,  p.  vi,  vu,  of  his  Symbolse,  has  given  the 
btghefl  commendation,  not  only  of  Wetftein's  fidelity 
and  accuracy,  but  likewife  of  his  ckarfightednefs.  The 
date  in  which  Dr.  Lefs  found  this  manufcript  in  1775, 
it  being  at  that  time  ftill  lefs  legible  than  it  feems  to 
have  been  in  the  time  of  Wetftein,  is  defcribed  in  the 
Orient;  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  142 — 144.  and  the  accounts 
given  by  Woide  and  Grielbach,  both  of*  whom  diflfer 
from  Lefs,  relative  to  what  is  legible,  or  rather  illegible, 
I  Tim.  iii,  16.  may  be  feen  in  the  fame  work.  Vol.  Vll. 
p.  138T- 141.  and  Vol.  X,  p.  36 — 57'"*.  It  is  to  be 
fiiicerely  lamented  that  the  manufcript  is  fo  faded,  but 
its  lofs  would  be  in  fome  meafure  fupplied,  if  we  werfc 
certain  that  fome  other  manufcript  now  extant  were  a 
copy  of  it.  It  is  the  wi(h  of  Grielbach,  that  fo  much 
of  it  as  is  ftill  legible  m^ght  be  printed  letter  for  letter *^^ 

Codex  Jacobi  Fabri  Daventrienfis,  fee  Wolfianus. 

Jacobus  Faber  Stapulenfis,  in  his  commentary  on  St. 
Paul's  epiilles,  publiflied  at  Paris  in  151 2,  has  fome- 
times  appealed  to  certain  Greek  manufcripts,  which 
Wetftein,  in  the  fecond  part  of  his  N.  T.  has  noted  by 
the  figure  13. 

119.  Faefchii  i,  noted  92  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
Hem's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  49,  takes  its  name  from  the 
proprietor,  Andrew  Fsefch,  Secretary  in  Bafel.  It  con*- 
tains  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  with  explanatory  notes 
on  the  catholic  epiftles,  and  has  been  collated  by  Wet- 
.ftein. 

120.  Faefchii  2,  noted  94  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  contains  feveral  commentaries  on  the 
iSofpels  of  St.  Mark,  and  St.  Luke ;  Wetftein  ufed  it 
in  his  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament. 

121.  Florentinus,  noted  107  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Tefta- 
Ihent,  ejxcept  the  Revelation,  and  was  written  in  the 
fourteenth  century.  It  belongs  properly  to  the  cla(s  of 
pncoUatcd  manufcripts^  but  I  am  obliged  to  mention  it 
here,  becaiife  Wetftein  has  admitted  it  into  his.  cata* 
logue,  on  account  of  two  rei^dings,  which  he  quotes  in 

9  ^H 
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the  firft  part,  and  from  which  he  appeals  to  Joh,  Lami 
de  eruditione  apoftolorum,  Florentia?  1738,  p.  218. 

IZ2.  Florentinum  ledtionarium,  containiog  leflpns 
from  the  Gofpels  and  Afts,  noted  Left.  4  in  the  third 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  has  never  been  collated,  but 
only  examined  for  the  rqading  i  John  v.  7  '^^. 

123.  Thomas  Gale,  noted  66  ihthe  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein*s  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  and  was  col- 
lated by  Mill. 

124.  Gehlianus,  noted  89  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N*  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  writ* 
ten  in  1 106.  Gehle,  who  died  a  few  years  ago,  mafter 
of  thegrammar-fchool  at  Stade,  received  it  when  tutor 
in  the  Hanftcin  family,  as  a  prefent  from  one  Parafceuai, 
an  itinerant  Greek,  whom  he  calls  in  the  preface,  not  by 
his  real  name,  but  by  the  name  which  Piralceuas  had 
affumed  in  feveral  pamphlets  relative  to  the  Wolfian 
difputes,  Damianus  Sinopeus,  as  being  a  native  of  Si- 
nope  in  Afia  Minor.  The  readings  of  this  manulcript 
were  publilhed  by  Gehle  in  1729,  in  a  fmall  pamphfet 
of  three  Iheets,  with  the  following  title  :  Auguftini  -Ga- 
brieiis  Gehlii  codex  evangeliorum  MS.  in  Tucecn.  pro- 
latus,  from  which  Bengel  took  his  extrafts,  omitting 
only  what  appeared  to  be  unimportant ;  and  Wetllein 
borrowed  from  Bengel  '^^,  It  was  purcbafed  of  the 
heirs  of  the  proprieter  in  1 773,  for  the  Univcifity  library 
at  Gottingen,  and  may  therefore  be  properly  termed 
Goettingehfis  i.  but  I  have  retained  the  iiame  luider 
which  it  is  generally  knowh. 

I2<.  Genevenfis  i,  noted  35  in  the  fecondpaitof 
Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  in  the  third  29,  is  a  very  neatly  writ- 
ten manufcript  of  the  A<5ts  and  Epiftles.  Its  readings 
were  iaferted  in  Mill's  colle6:ion.  Wctftein  relates  th4t 
hefaw  it  in  the  years  1714  and  1716,  but  he  bas^iot 
mentioned  where,  nor  whether  he  has  collated  it. 

126.  Genevenfis  2,  noted  75  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftcin's  N.  T^  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Go{pek» 
brought  from  Conftantinopie,  of  which  Wetftein  fays 

that4ie&witini7i4'^ 
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127.  Genovefenfis^  or  Codex  bibliothecae  S.  Gene- 
vefe  rarifiis,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written 
in  1284,  collated  by  Griefbach,  and  defcribed  in  his 
SymbolsB,  p*  ccxxiii.     He  has  marked  it  Codex  121. 

128.  Guelphcrbytanus  A,  contains  fragments  of  the 
four  Gofpels,  written  on  vellum,  which  were  erafed  in 

.  the  eighth  or  ninth  century,  in  order  to  write  feveral 
works  of  Ifidorus  Hifpalenfis/  Khittel,*  who  refers  this 
manufcript  to  the  fixth  centur)^  has  at  the  end  of  his 
Ulphilae  verfio  Gothica  nonnuUorum  capitum  epiftola 
ad  Romanos,  &c.  publifhed  in  1763,  printed  thefe  frag- 
'ments,  given  a  critical  defcription  of  them,-  and  added 
cxtrafts  of  their  various  readings ;  but  as  they  have  been 
hitherto  inferted  in  no  critical  .edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftamenf  9,  they  may  be  written  as  marginal  notes  in 
.  Wetftcin.  They  amount  to  203,  (including  thofe  which 
are  manifeft  errata)  among  which  Knittel  reckons  53 
peculiar  to  this  manufcript,  though  fome  of  thefe  again 
jire  errata,  and  3  which  are  found  only  in  ancient  verfions. 
One  of  the  mod  remarkable  is  ou  fAoi}t(»9,  Luke  xv.  20. 
but  even  this  appeal's  to  me  to  be  erroneous. 

129.  Guelpherbytanus  B,  a  manufcript  containing 
fragments  of  St.  Luke  and  St.  John,  likewife  publifhed, 
and  defcribed  by  Knittel  in  the  above-mentioned  work, 
and  referred  by  him  to  the  fixth  century'** :  this  manu- 
fcript had  likewife  been  erafed,  in  order  to  make  room 
for  the  works  of  Ifidorus  Hifpalenfis.  Knittel  has  ex- 
tradted  from  it  1 17  readings,  25  of  which  it  alone  con- 
tains, and  it  has  3  in  common  with  ancient  verfions, 
but  many  of  them  are  without  doubt '  orthographical 
errors.  The  moft  remarkable  in  my  opinion  is  ript; 
JiaiinKonvft  Luke  XX.  39.  for  it  entirely  alters  the  fenfe, 
and  reprcfents  ibme  of  the  Sadducecs  as  convinced  by 
Chrift  of  the  Refurreftion  of  the  Dead.  But  the  omil* 
fion  of  crctv  iX^if  Luke  xxiii,  42.  which  is  peculiar  to 

.  this  manufcript,    has  the  appearance  of  a  ooixeftiou, 
made  to  avoid  a  difficulty  in  the  conftrudtion. 

Nothing  can  equal  tlie  diligence  which  the  learned 
editor  has  beflowed  on  thefe  two  manufcripts»  and  the 

itmarksy 
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remarks  which  he  has  made  are  well  worthy  of  our  at- 
tention. But  if  all  fragments  and  mailufcripts  were 
treated  in  the  fame  copious  manner,  our  critical  libraries 
would  be  fwelled  to  an  enormous  fize, 

130.  Guelpherbytanus  C,  contains  the  A<fls,  and  the 
Epi'ftles  with  marginal  readings,  and  the  Revelation  of 
St.  John.  It  has  been  collated  and  defcribed  by  Knit- 
tel,  who  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  more  modern  than  the 
tenth,  but  more  ancient  than  the  fourteenth  century, 
and  written  by  one  Georgius,  a  monk. 

The  firft  part,  which  contains  the  Afts  and  the  Epif- 
tles,  is  defcribed  by  Knittel "'%  in  his  New  Criticifms 
on  I  John  v.  7.  publifhed  at  Brunfwick  1785,  p.  iii — 
126.  and  very  complete  extrafts  of  its  readings  are  given 
p.  180 — 330.  The  latter  part,  which  contains  the  Re- 
velation, is  defcribed  in  his  Materials  for  Criticifm  on 
the  Revelation  of  St.  John  ''%  publijQied  in  1773,  and 
I  have  likewife  given  fome  account  of  it  in  the  Orient. 
Bibl.  Vol.  VIII.  p.  155 — i^i.  In  the  book  of  Reve- 
lation, it  has  thofe  readings  which  are  harfli  ;ind  unclaf* 
fical,  a  circumftancein  favourofthismanufcript,  read- 
ings which  Wetftein  generally  preferred,  though  he  had 
never  feen  the  MS.  The  Complutum  edition "'  very 
frequently  ^rees  with  it,  and  it  has  a  new  and  very 
remarkable  reading.  Rev.  ix.  14,  15.  which  I  have 
mentioned  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.'*^  and  which  I  Ihould 
prefer,  if  it  were  ratified  by  the  authority  of  another 
impartial  evidence  '*^ 

.  131-  Guelpherbytanus  D,.  a  manufcripjt  of  the  firft 
cpiftle  of  St.  John.  Under  the  Greek  text  is  written, 
I.  The  tranflation  of  Caftalio.  2.  The  Latin  tranfla- 
tion  of  the  Syriac  text.  3.  The  Vulgate.  4.  The 
tranllations  of  Erafmus,  Vatablus,  and  Beza.  It  was 
written  in  the  feventeenth  century,  and  is  defcribed  in. 
Knittel's  New Criticifins  on  i  John  v.  7.  p.  ii6 — 131, 
becaufe  it  has  that  text.  This  is  fucb  modern  evidence, 
that  in  my  opinion.it  is  entitled  neither  to  a  collation» 
nor  a  defcription,  but  i  John  v.  7.  is  with  many  fo 
favourite  a  paflage,  that  no  trouble  beftowed  on  it  is 
thought. too  great. 
..  '  n  4  132.  Guel-« 
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132.  Guelpherbytanus  E,  a  manufcript  of  the  eleventh 
century,  containing  the  fonr  Gofpels.  Heufingcr  has 
given  a  literary  delcription  of  it,  in  a  fmall  work,  enti- 
tled, De  qua^uor  evangeliorum  codice  Grseco  quern  an-' 
tiqua  manu  in  membrana  fcriptum  Guelpherbytana  bib- 
liotheca  fervat ;  but  Knittel  has  critically  defcribed  it 
in  his  New  Criticifms,  p*  363 — 398.  and  has  added  a 
reimpreffion  of  Heufinger*s  pamphlet :  he  has  likewife 
give^  complete  extrads  from  it,  and  intends  to ,  print 
the  manufcript  itfelf,  as  it  has  many  remarkable  and 
peculiar  readings.  '  See  the  New  Orient.  Bibh  Vol.  II. 

N*  32.  p.  140—143  '*'• 

Goettingenfis  i,  fee  Gehlianus* 

133.  Goettingenfis  2,  formerly  Miflyanus  AA,  or 
Miffyanus  1635,  is  a  Le&ionarium  of  the  Adts  and  the 
Epiftles,  which  once  belonged  to  Cefar  de  Mifly,  but 
tvas  purchafed  after  his  death  by  the  celebrated  navi- 
gator Forfter,  and  prefented  to  the  Univeriity  library  in 
Gottingen.  In  the  eleventh  volume  of  the  Orient.  Bibl. 
I  have  defcribed  it,  and  produced  feveral  of  its  readings. 
The  late  de  Miffy  left  a  very  complete,  and  almoft  fuper* 
fluous  coUeftion  of  its  readings ;  his  papers  during  fome 
time  were  in  my  poffeffion,  but  I  know  not  where  they 
are  at  prefent*  Matthai  has  given  extracts  from  it,  im* 
mediately  after  the  epiftles  to  the  Theflalonians,  and  a 
fac-fimile  of  its  char^ders,  N*  5.  of  the  copper-plates 
annexed  to  the  book  of  Revelation. 

134.  Gonvilli  et  Caii,  noted  59  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.>  is  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  be- 
longing to  Caius  College  in  Cambridge,  extrafts  from 
which  were  firft  printed  in  the  London  Polyglot.  Thefe 
were  inferted  in  Miirs  edition'*^-:  whether  Wetftein 
collated  it  I  am- unable  to  determine,  for  he  fays  only 
that  he  faw  it  in  1 7 1 6*  -^^ 

135),  Henrici  Gpoge,  noted  in  Mill  Go,  in  the  firft 
part  oi  Wetftein*s  N.  T.  Codex  62,  is  a  manufcript  of 
the  four  Gofpels,  formerly  in  the  pofleBion  of  Wenfy 
Goqge  of  Cambridge :  its  i<eadings  were  firft  printed  in 
the  London  Polyglot,  and  thence  traftsfertfed  ^6  the  «df^ 
tiofls  of  Mill  and  Wetftein,    Where  it  fe  at  :j^HkA'ptty 

fcrved 
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ferved  is  not  known,  but  Wetftein  fuppofes  it  to  be  the 
fame  with  Uflerii  primus'**. 

136.  GrsBvii,  noted  80  in  the  firfl  part  of  Wetftein*s 
N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  in 
the  eleventh  century,  formerly  in  the  pofl'eflion  of  the 
famous  Grsevius,  and  afterwards  the  property  of  John 
van  der  Hagen.  Wetftein  fays,  that  Bynseus  collated 
this  manufcript  in  1691,  and  though  he  has  no  where 
related  that  he  procured  thefe  extrafts,  yet  we  muft  at 
leaft  fuppofe  fo,  fince  he  has  quoted  his  Codex  80  on 
various  occaiions» 

137.  Gravii,  noted  93  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein*s 
N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  which  Vof- 
fius  has  quoted  in  the  genealogy  of  Chrift,  Luke  iii.  It 
would  not  be  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogue,  had 
not  Wetftein  introduced  it,  and  fuppofed  it  to  be  the 
fame  with  Uflerii  primus  ***• 

138.  Havnienfis  i,  noted  57  in  the  third  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.T.,  was  formerly  celebrated  in  the  difputc 
relative  to  i  John  v*  7.  and  is  quoted  by  Bengel,  in  fa* 
vour  of  the  omiflion  of  that  verfe.  Since  that  time, 
it  has  been  defcribed  by  Profeflbr  Henfler,  in  his  No- 
titia  codicum  N.  T.  Griecorum  qui  Havania^  in  biblio- 
theca  regia  adfervantur,  who  has  given  complete  extrafts 
from  the  Afts,  and  the  Epiftles,  It  was  written  in  the 
year  1278,  and  contains  the  whple  of  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  except  the  Revelation,  in  the  following  order^ 
the  Afts,  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  the  catholic  epiftles,  and 
laft  of  all  the  Gofpels,  in  which  arrangement  it  agrees 
with  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus,  defcribed  N°  38,  and 
the  Laudanus  2.  It  is  remarkable  for  its  coincidence 
with  the  Complutum  edition,  even  in  readings  that  are 
ratified  by  no  other  genuine  manufcript.  I  have  given 
a  further  account  of  it  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XXIII. 
p.  2— 6*90^ 

139.  Havnienfis  2,  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels, 
which  vjery  frequently  harmonizes  with  the  Leiceftrenfis, 

140.  Havnienfis  3^  a  Ledtionarium,  containing  lef- 
fons  fromthe  Gofpels  and  Epiftles.  Thefe  two  laft  ma- 
laufcripts  mc  tfefcribed  in  Henflefs  Notitia  codicum 

$  Havnicnfium, 
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Havnienfium,  and  examples  given  of  their  readings, 
which  the  author  intends  to  publilh :  otherwife  they 
would  not  be  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogtie. 

141.  Hal.  in  Grieflbach  Codex  61  '^*,  a  manufcript 
of  which  we  have  at  prefent  no  knowledge,  but  Mill  has 
.  written  feveral  extrafts  from  it,  in  the  margin  of  his  own 
'  copy  of  his  Greek  Teftament'^*,  which  is  ftill  preferved 
in  the  Bodleian  library.     Several  of  them  have  been 
printed  by  Griefbach,  in  hisSymbolae  Criticse,  p.  243 — 
304.     The  MS.  muft  have  contained  all  the  epiftlqs  ''^ 
142 — 146.     The  five  following  Codices  Harleiani, 
from  which  Griefbach,  in  his  Greek  Teftament,    has 
given  various  readings,  and  alfo  in  his  Symboia?,  under 
thetitleSpicilegium leftionum  variantium, are  defcribed 
in  the  firft  volume  of  the  latter,  p.  clxxxxii.  and  fol- 
lowing pages  '^. 

142.  Harleianus  18 10,  preferved  in  the  Britifli  Mu- 
feiim,  in  Griefbach  Codex  113,  a  manufcript  written  in 
the  tenth  or  eleventh  century.  He  has  accurately  col- 
lated the  following  parts,  Mark  xvi.  Luke  iii,  16 — 38, 
viii,  15 — 39.  xi,  I— -24.  John  v,  i — vi,  46.  vii,  53 — 
viii,  12.  the  remainder  he  hs^s  either  not  examined,  or 
only  curforily. 

143.  Harleianus  5540,  Griefbach's  Codex  114,  writ- 
ten in  the  thirteenth  century.  He  has  accurately  col- 
lated Matth.  viii,  ix,  x,*  xi.  lefs  accurately  the  remaining 
'chapters  of  that  Gofpel,  with  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  and 
St.  Luke  i — xix.  John  i — iv.  the  rcfl  he  has  not  col- 
lated. Griefbach  highly  efleems  this  manufcript*  and 
refers  it  to  the  Weflern  edition. 

144.  Harleianus  5559,  in  Griefbach  115,  a  manu- 
'  fcript  of  the  twelfth  century.    He  has  carefully  collated 

Matth.  Viii — xviii.  the  remamder  he  has  only  curforily 
infpefted.  If  has  a  ftriking  affinity  with  Wetflein's 
•C.  D.  L.  I,  33.  which  are  valuable  manufcripts,  but  at 
the  fame  time  it  has  many  peculiar  readings,  which  ap- 
'  peared  to  Griefbach  nothing  more  than  bold  conjedtures. 

145.  Harleianus  5567,  Grielbach*s  Codex  u 6,  writ- 
ten with  accuracy,  that  is,  with  few  orthographical  er- 
rors, by  the  Emperor  Theodofius  the  Great,  Orccordiiig 

to 
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to  the  fubfcription,  which  no  one  however  will  implicitly 
believe.  Griefbach  fets  no  great  value  on  this  manu- 
fcript,  and  of  the  readings,  .which  are  peculiar  to  it,  he 
fays,  '  luxurians  ingenium  librarii  prodere  videntur.* 
With  refpeft  to  his  examination  of  it,  he  adds»  *  totum. 
perluftravi,  exceptis  ultimis  capitibus  Joannis/ 

146.  Harleianus  5731,  Griefbach's  Codex  117,  con- 
tains the  four  Gofpels,  with  a  fragment  of  a  Le£kioiia« 
jium  of  thQ  epiftles,  belonged  formerly  to  Bentley,  and 
was  copied  in  the  fourteenth  century  by  a  tranfcriber 
wholly  ignorant  of  Greek,  though,  according  to  Gricf- 
bach's  opinion,  from  a  more  ancient  manufcript  of 
value.  It  has  great  fimilarity  to  the  Cantabrigienfis, 
Regius  2244,  and  Colbertinus  2844,  but  has  likewifb 
feveral  readings  that  are  wholly  peculiar  to  itfelf.  Grief- 
bach  collated  Matth.  i — xiii.  Luke  iii— cviL  John  i— • 
iv«  and  viii. ;  he  adds,  that  the  whole  deferves  to  be 
collated. 

In  the  fame  library  are  preferved  fix  manufcripts  of 
the  epiftles,  noted  555^' .5588,  56^3,  5620,  5778, 
5796*  One  of  them,  5778,  or  Covel.  5,  has  been  col- 
lated, and  is  defcribed  N**  112;  the  reft  belong  not  to 
this  catalogue,  as  they  have  been  never  ufed. 

147.  Hirfaugienfis ''',  noted  97  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetiiein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  St.  John's  GofpeU 
written  by  one  Nicolaus  a  monk,  in  the  year  1500*. 
Bengel  has  collated  it,  and  found  its  readings  very  finii- 
Jar  to  thofe  of  the  Codex  Trithemii. 

148.  Huntingtonianus  i,  noted  36  in  the  fecond  part 
of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  30,  in  the  fourth  9, 
a  manufcript  of  the  Afts,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation, 
brought  from  the  Eaft  by  Robert  Huntington'**.  ITie 
beginriing  is  defeAive  as  far  as  Adts  xv.  19.,  The  Adts 
of  the  Apoftles,  with  the  Epiftles  of  St.  James  aiid  St, 
JPeter,  and  the  two  firft  of  St.  John,  are  faid  to  Imve 

been  written  by  a  fomewhat  later  hand  j  but  the  re- 
maining books,  namely,  the  third  epiftle  of  St.  John, 

the 

»  Tiie  dai«  is  not  in  Bcngeli  but  in  ViTetdeuit  who  has  quoted  it  ai  if 
takien  from  Bengel^ 
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the  epiftle  of  St.  Jude,  the  Revelation,  and  the  epiftles 
of  St,  Paul,  which  have  the  laft  place,  were  eftimated 
by  Mill,  who  made  extracts  from  this  manufcript,  at 
the  age  of  700  years,  on  account  of  the  ancient  hand, 
and  the  charaders. 

149.  Huntingtonianus  2,  noted  67  in  the  firft  part 
of  Wetftein's  N.T  ,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
5vhich  ends  with  John  vi.  24.     Mill, •who  collated  it,, 
afcribes  to  it  an  antiquity  of  700  years,  but  it  is  at  pre- 
fcnt  in  a  very  bad  ftate  of  prefervation. 

1^0.  Johnfonianus,  noted  72  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
fiein's  N.  T.^  a  copy  of  the  four  Gofpels,  and  faid  to 
have  belonged  to  the  monaftery  of  Simeon  Stilites.  It 
difcovers  its  country  by  the  Egyptian  names  of  the 
months,  which  the  tranfcriber  has  written  in  the  mar- 
-gin,  to  note  the  time,  in  which  he  fuppofed  that  this  or 
that  event  had  happened.  Griefbach  has  likewife  dif- 
covered  feveral  Arabic  notes,  and  feveral  various  read- 
ings, in  the  Gofpels  of  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark,  fr©m 
the  tranfcriber*s  own  hand.  He  defcribes  it  in  the  firft 
vokime  of  his  Symbols,  p.  clxxxi.  and  places  it  in  the 
>€leventh  century.  It  is  at  prefent  in  theBritiftiMufeum, 
and  is  there  noted  Harleianus  5647.  Its  moft  remark- 
4»blc  reading  is  Tftm  for  fxru,  John  xix.  14.  which  ex- 
.^kes  no  favourable  opinion  of  its  readings,  as  this  is  ma- 
jiifeftly  a  correftion  of  the  text,  made  in  order  to  avoid 
a  difficulty  attending  the  explanation  of  the  common 
text. 

Wetftcin  collated  this  manufcript  in  July  1731.  He 
tWrites,  Ant^equam  in  Angliam  mitteretur  anno  1731 
menfe  Julio  a  T.  Johnfon  bibliopola  mecum  commu- 
nicatum  contuli.  Griefbach,  who  commends  the  ac- 
curacy of  Wetftein*s  collation,  has  himfelf  made  fome 
additions. 

151,  Laudanus  i  **,  noted  50  in  the  firft  part  of  Weti 
ftcin's  N.T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  and  wasefti^ 

mated 

;  *  The  following  codices  Laudani  take  tkeir  name  fronci  Archbiihop 
Lsmd«  wliD  -^rcfented  tkem  tio^tbe  Uiuv^riity  of  Oxford,  of  w£icb  ^c 
wasCh^ceUor*  '  ' 
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mated  by  Mill,  .who  collated  it,  at  the  age  of  700  years. 
Griefbach  has  collated  it  ftill  more  accurately,  Mark— 
iv — vii.  Luke  viii,  and  ix.  It  is  defective  from  the  bc- 
giixning  as  far  as  Matth.  ix.  36.  alfo  xii^  3 — 24.  xxv, 
20 — 32,  Mark  xiv,  40.  to  the  end  of  the  Go(pel,  and 
from  John  v,  8.  to  the  end. 

152.  Laudanus  2,  noted  51  in  the  firft  part  of  Wct- 
ftein's  N.T.J  in  the  fecond  38,  in  the  third  32,  con* 
tains  the  whole  New  Teftament,  except  the  book  of 
Revelation.  Mill,  who  collated  it,  judged  it  to  be  400 
years  old :  he  found  a  great  harmony  between  it  and  the 
Compluteniian  Polyglot,  or,  as  he  expreiTes  himfelf,  in 
conformity  with  his  hypothesis,  the  Codex  Vaticanus, 
which  he  fays  was  faithfully  copied  in  that  edition  of  the 
Bible.  See  Griefbach's  Symbolaj,  p.  clxxii.  Semler  fup- 
pofes  that  the  Complutum  edition  was  printed  from  the 
Laudanus  2,  the  leaves  of  which  were  afterwards  bound 
falfe,  whence  arofe  the  prefent  extraordinary  arrange- 
ment of  the  parts  of  this  manufcript,  namely,  the  Adts, 
the  Epiftles  of  St:  Paul,  the  catholic  epillles,  and  laft  of 
all  the  Gofpels.  But  Griefbach,  who  has  very  accu* 
rately  examined  this  point,  relates  that  the  arrangement 
muft  have  proceeded  from  the  tranfcriber  himfelf.  The 
lame  order  is  likewife  obferved  in  two  other  manufcripts» 
the  Reuchlinianus,  and  Havnieilfis .  i .     See  N°  138. 

153.  Laudanus  3,  noted  in  FelFs  edition,  printed  in 
the  Sheldon  Theatre  in  1675,  Bodleianus  i,  in  the  third 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  Codex  E,  is  a  Greek-Latin 
manufcript  of  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  in  which  the 
Latin  text  is  one  of  thiofe  verfions  that  differ  from  Je- 
romes *^  edition.  It  is.  defective  from  chap,  xxvi,  29.  to 
xxviii.  26. 

Mill  and  Wetftein  contend,  that  the  Greek  text  of 
this  manufcript  has  been  altered  from  the  Latin,  and  in 
the  former  editions  of  this  Introduction  I  acceded  to  this 

*    .  opinion, 

'  In  the  former  edition  I  had  Md,  that  the  Latin  verfion  was  one  of 
thofe  which  were  in  ufe  before  the  time  of  Jerom.  This  I  have  altered 
in  the  prefent  edition,  becaufe  the  Latin  appears  to  have  been  altered 
(^om  (he  oarticalar  Gmli;  tc^xt  of  this  manuf<?npt. 
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opinions  to  which  I  was  induced  hy  the  very  extraordi- 
nary circumftance,  than  an  interpolation  in  the  Latin,  is 
in  two  different  manufcripts  differently  given  in  Greek, 
which  therefore  appears  to  be  not  original,  but  a  tranf- 
lation :  namely,  after  /Atuy  Ads  iv.  32.  in  the  Laudanus 
.J,  xai  vx  UK  yta^ivfM^  ty  aurct;  rtc,  and  in  the  Cantabrigi« 
enfis  x«i  ex  nv  JiAx^icK  (V  avTOK  sii[jn»,-  But  Woide  has  fo 
ably  defended  this  paffage,  in  his  preface  to  the  Codex 
Alcxandrinus,  §  77 — 80,  that  we  mud  conclude  the 
tharge  is  ungrounded.     For  in  the  very  quoted  paf- 
iage,  the  Latin  text  of  the  two  manufcripts  is  as  diffe- 
rent as  the  Greek,  the  Laudanus  having  *  et  nonerat 
(eparatio  in.eisuUa/  the  Cantabrigienfis  *  et  nonerat 
accufatio  in  eis  uUa,*  where  there  is  a  manifeft  error  in 
the  tranflation  of  ^laxf  *<r,^,  and  it  appears  from  Cypri,an*s 
quotation,  that  even  fo  early  as  that  age,  there  w^  a 
third,  and  ftill  better  tranflation  of  this  paflage,  nee  ftiit 
inter  illos  difcrimen  uUum,  as  may  be  feen  in  Sabatier'^l 
Though  we  admit  therefore  that  the  paffage  is  fpurious, 
and  an  interpolation  in  th6  manufcripts  of  the  Weftern 
^ition,  arifing  perhaps  originally  from  a  fcholion,  or 
marginal  note,  yet  we  muft  npt  infer  that  the  Greek  was 
taken  from  the  Latin,  but,  on  tlie  contrary,  that  the 
JLatin  was  taken  from  the  Greek.     Woide  has  likewife 
obferved  other  paffages,  to  which  the  fame  remark  is 
applicable,  for  inftance,  Afts  xvii.  16.  xaruttoXov  h^avth^ 
flroAiir,  circa  fimulachrum  effe  civitatem  *^. 

This  induced  me  to  make  an  accurate  examination 
of  the  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles  in  Greek  and  Latin,  which 
Hearne  printed  from  this  manufcript,  and  the  refult  was 
a  perfeft  conviftion,  that  the  Greek  had  not  been  al- 
tered from  the  Latin,  but  the  Latin  from  the  Greek. 
Ch.  XV.  18.  the  Greek  text  of  this  manufcript  \s,yvura 
aw*  ai«w?  ffi,  the  Latin  nota  a  fseculo  EST  Deo  omnia 
opera  ejus,  which  is  a  notorious  falfe  concord  :  other 
Latin  verlions  have  notum  and  opus  in  the  Angular, 
which  were  here  correfted  to  nota  and  opera,  but  eft 
permitted  to  remain,  becaufe  £r*  is  in  the  Greek.  Ch. 
u.  6,  the  Laud.  3,  in  conjunilion  with  the  other  manu- 

^fcripts, 
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fcripts,  omits  the  following  paffage  of  our  common 
printed  text,  which  Erafmus  had  interpolated  from  the 
Latin,  a-xXn^ov  crot   tst^o;  xcvt^a  Xftxri^riir.     TftfA^v  h  xa» 

AUTtfv.  But,  ver.  4.  immediately  after  Jawxik,  this  ma« 
nufcript  alone»  in  imitation  of  the  Syriac  veriion,  has 
9xXn(ov  <roi  vgof  x^wrgot  x«xri^fi)i,and  itsL^itm  text  has  been 
altered  accordingly  to  Saule,  Saule,  quid  me  perfequeris  ? 
durum  tibi  eft  contra  (limulum  calcitrare.  It  is  found 
in  this  manner  in  no  other  Latin  manufcript,  a  circum* 
ftance  which  (hews  that  the  Greek  was  not  altered  from 
the  Latin,  and  if  we  fufpedt  any  verfion,we  muft  fufpeft 
the  Syriac,  which  alone  has  this  reading.  Ch.  x.  i .  it 
omits,  together  with  many  other,  not  latinizing  only, 
but  even  Mofcow  manufcripts,  the  fourth  word  uv,  which 
renders  more  eafy  the  connection  with  ver.  3.  avrtg  ft  r»c 

»  KM9'apn»  ovofAari  Ko^yf^Xio^   .  •   .  uii¥  ty  c^XfA»rt»     The 

Latin  text  of  this  manufcript  has  been  altered  agreeably 
to  this  reading,  vir  autem  quidam  in  Csefarea  nomine 
Cornelius  .  .  .  vidit  vifum,  whereas  all  other  Latin  ver* 
fions  have,  vir  autem  quidam  ERAT  in  Csefarea  ...  IS 
vidit  in  vifu.  Whoever  would  examine  a  very  remark- 
able contrail  between  our  common  printed  text,  which 
has  really  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin,  and  the  falfe- 
ly-accufed  Codices  Graco-Latini,  may  refer  to  A<5tsx.  6. 
where  out«;  XkXvich  o-oiy  n  o-i  in  xromif  is  nothing  more  than 
a  Greek  tranflation,  which  Erafmus  himfelf  made  from 
the  Latin,  and  this  interpolation,  though  found  in  not 
a  fingle  Greek  manufcript,  has  been  transferred  to  our 
modern  editions.  But  the  Codex  Laud.  3,  and  Canta- 
brigienfis,  in  conformity  to  their  Greek  text,  have  omitted 
the  Latin  reading,  hie  dicet  tibi  quid  te  oporteat  facere. 
The  following  is  an  example  of  a  different  kind,  the 
Greek  text  differing  from  the  Latin,  with  which  it  is  ac- 
companied, and  therefore  not  corrected  from  it.  Ch.  iii. 
19.  its  Latin  text,  in  conjundtion  with  the  Vulgate,  is 
*  ut  cum  venerint  tempora,"  which  would  be  exprelied 
in  Greek  ovu)^  m¥  iXiciiff^  xo^i^oi,  whereas  the  text  of  the 

Cod. 
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Cod*  Laud.  3,  agreeably  to  the  common  reading,  is  cnw? 
m»  fA&tftf'i,  ut  veniant  '^. 

I  have  mentioned  above,  that  there  is  an  extraordinary 
coincidence  between  this  manufcript,  and  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion,  and  even  in  the  Curse  in  A6t.  Ap.  Syriacos,  p.  182. 
1  had  obferved  eight  readings,  in  which  this  verfion  agrees 
with  the  Laud.  3  alone,  namely  iv.  24.  v.  21.  vii*  24. 
xii.  14.  xiii.  29.  ^4.  xiv.  3.  xvii.  15.  and  five  in  which 
it  agrees  with  this,  and  only  one  or  two  other  manu- 
(cripts,  namely,  iiii.  43.  xvii.  26.  xxi.  27.  xxii.  6.  xxvi, 
4.  To  thofc  examples  I  will  add  chap.  xvii.  10.  whero. 
the  reading  of  all  other  manufcripts  is  inrtfio^osy,  but  the 
Cod.  Laud.  3.  n^fo-av,  in  conformity  to  the  Syriac 
^\v^j  where  it  may  at  the  fame  time  be  obferved,  that 
its  Latin  text,  on  the  contrary,  has  abierunt.  ' 

We  might  therefore,  with  more  appearance  of  reafon, 
fu{pe6l  that  the  Laudanus  3,  as  I  obferved  of  the  Can- 
tabrigienfis,  has  been  altered  from  the  Syriac  :  but  even 
this  fufpicion  is  not  only  highly  improbable  in  itfelf,  but 
admits  a  complete  confutation  from  this  manufcript  iN 
felfi  in  which  difficult  conftruftions  are  refnoved,  in  a 
manner  totally  different  from  that  which  we  find  in  the 
Syriac  verfion.  A^s  x.  i,  2,  3.  the  Laudanus  3  omits 
w,  in  conjunftion  with  many  other  manufcripts,  but  the 
iSyriac  retains  ui^,  which  is  in  the  firft  verfe,  and  adds  jjoj 
in  the  third,  fo  that  the  Syriac  text  jvu  {joi,  coincides 
with  the  Vulgate,  IS  vidit.  Ch.  xvi.  37.  v^tq  aurouc,  in 
the  plural  created  a.  difficulty,  becaufe  it  was  fuppofed 
to  refer  to  ^ir/ixo^iAag ;  the  Syriac  tranflator  therefore 
Hindered  it  by  the  Angular,  as  if  it  were  isrfof  auroir, 
whereas  the  writer  of  the  Laudanus  3  has  entirely  omit* 
ted  the  expreffion. 

Wetftein  conjeftures,  from  an  edi<3:  of  a  Sardinian 
prince,  Flavius  Pancratius,  written  at  the  end  of  this 
jnanufcript,  and  from  feveral  other  circumftances,  that 
'  it  was  written  in  Sardinii^  in  the  feventh  century ;  nor  is 
the  conjed:ure  devoid  of  probability.  A  couple  of  lines 
from  this  manuicript,  in  which  is  the  title  i^\^  £»(#»»&«(£, 
43iay  be  feen  in  the  copper-plate  prefixed  to  Woide's 

Preface 
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Preface  to  the  Codex  Alexandrinus ;  and  the  learned 
editor  obferves,  that  the  letters  in  this  edift  are  different 
from  the  manufcript  itfelf,  which  appears  alfo  from  com- 
paring the  fpecimen  in  the  above-mentioned  copper 
plate,  wi(h  that  which  reprefents  the  charadters  of  the 
manufcript  prefixed  to  Hearne's  edition  *'.     The  edift 
is  written  in  a  more  current  hand,  and  the  manufcript 
is  therefore  more  ancient  than  this  dux  Sardinia.     It 
was  afterwards  brought  to  England,  where  it  ftill  re- 
mains.    Mill  has  obferved,  that  it  refembles  the  manu- 
fcript, from  which  Bede  borrowed  the  readings,  which  he 
quotes  in  hisExpoiitio  A&uuni  Apoftolorum  retra£tata ; 
but  Wetflein  goes  a  flep  further,  and  contends  that  i;t 
is  the  very  fame  which  Bede  ufed,  and  of  which  he  writes 
as  follows  :  qusedam,  quse  in  Grseco,  five  aliter,  five  plu^ 
aut  minus  pofita  vidimus,  breviter  commemorare  cura- 
vimus.     QusB  utrum  negligently  interpretis  omifTa,  vel 
aliter  difta,  an  incuria  libranorum  fint  depravata,  five  r^- 
lifta,  nondum  fcire  potuimus.  Namque  Gra^cum  exem- 
plar fiiifle  falfatum  fufpicari  non  audeo  :  unde  leftorem 
admoneo,  ut  hsec,  ubicumque  fecerimus,  gratia  erudi- 
tionis  legat,  non  in  fuo  tamen  volumine  quafi  emendator 
inferat,  nifi  forte  ea  in  latino  codice  fuse  editionis  fie 
antiquitus  interpretata  repererit.     Now  this  pafiage  ap^ 
pears  unfavourable  to  Wetflein's  conjefture ;  for  if  Bede 
had  been  in  pofleflion  of  this  Greek-Latin  manufcript, 
It  is  improbable  that  he  would  have  reprefented  the 
Greek  readings  as  being  in  oppofition  to  the  Latin,  or 
have  expreiTed  an  uncertain  conjefture,  that  fimilar  tran- 
flations  might  hereafter  be  found  in  the  Latin.   But  on 
the  other  hand,  Wetflein  found  in  this  manufcript  all 
the  feventy-four  readings  quoted  by  Bede,  of  which  Ads 
viii.  7.  is  particularly  to  be  remarked,  as  being  a  flrong 
confirmation  of  Wetflein's  hypothefis,  though  he  him- 
felf  has  not  particularly  noted  it.     The  Laud.  3,  is  one 
of  the  very  few  Greek  manufcripts  which  have  this  verfe, 
and  Bede  found  it  in  the  Greek'  text  of  his  manufcript ; 
'  hie  alia  tranflatio  juxta  Grsecum  exemplar  aliquot  ver- 
fus  plus  habet,  ubi  fcriptum  efl,*  &g.     His  manufcript 
Vol.  II.  S  there- 
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therefore,  if  not  the  fame  with  the  Laud.  3,  muft  have 
been  copied  from  the  Greek  text  of  that-manufcript.  I 
wi(h  that  this  queftion  had  been  examined  by  Woide, 
who,  in  the  38**"  feftion  of  his  Preface  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  accedes  to  the  opinion  of  Wetftein,  hav- 
ing never  feen  the  third  edition  of  this  Introduftion,  ia 
which  thefe  doubts  were  firft  propofed  **"*. 

This  manufcript  was  firft  ufed  in  the  Oxford  edition 
'  of  1675,  and  quoted,  as  Wetftein  obferves,  under  the 
name  of  Bodleianus  i .  It  was  collated  more  accurately 
by  Mill,  and  in  the  year  1715  was  printed  by  Hearne^ 
The  Latin  verfion  is  m  Sabatier*s  Bible,  and  alfo  in  Pro- 
feflbr  Hwiid's  Libellus  Criticus  ^^  It  were  to  be  wilhed 
that  the  laft  mehtioned  critic  had  likewife  printed  the 
Greek  text,  fince  the  Latin  verfion  alon^  is  infufficient, 
and  Hearne's  edition  is  uncommonly  fcarce,  as  only  one 
hundred  ancj  twenty  impreflions  were  taken  off.  It  is 
a  manufcript  which  is  indifpenfable  to  every  man,  who 
would  examine  the  important  queftion,  whether  the  Co- 
dices Graeco-Latini  have  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin, 
and  it  is  this  manufcript,  which  has  convinced  me  that 
the  charge  is  without  foundation. 

154.  Laudanus  4,  noted,  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.  Evangeliftarium  20,  was  written, in  the 
year  1047,  ^^^  has  been  collated  by  Mill. 

155.  Laudanus  5,  noted  52  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  writ- 
ten in  1286.  It  has  been  collated  by  Mill,  and  in  the 
following  parts  ftill  more  accurately  by  Grieft^ach,  name- 
ly, Markiii.  Lukeiv,  v,  vi.  Johnv*  i — 6.  vii.  53 — 
viii.  19.       '       . 

156..  Leiceftrenfis;  noted  in  Mill  by  the  letter  L,  in 
the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  Codex  69^  in  the  fe- 
cond  37,  in  the  third  31,'  in  the  fourth  14,  is  a  manu- 
fcript of  the  whole  New  Teftament,  written  by  a  moderti 
hand,  partly  on  paper,  and  partly  oh  vellum,  and  referred 
by  Wetftein  to  the  fourteenth  century.  It  is  defeftivc 
from  the  beginning,  as  far  as  Matth.  xviii.  5*  and  has 
aifo  the  following  chafms,  Adsx.  45-— xiv.  17.  Jude  7. 

-  '.  to 
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to  the  end,  Rev.xxi.  !•  to.thc  end.  Mill  has  obferved 
that  it  has  many  peculiar  readings,  and  that  in  thofe 
which  are  not  confined  to  this  manufcript,  it  chiefly 
agrees  with  the  Cantabrigienfis.  It  harmonizes  alfo  in 
a  very  eminent  manner  with  the  Syriac  verfion,  not  only 
in  the  latinizing  readings,  but  in  fuch  as  are  found 
neither  in  the  Vulgate  nor  the  old  Italic,  of  which  I  have 
given  examples  from  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark,  in  the 
Curae  in  Aftus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  §  xi.p,  182,  183^ 
Another  example  is  nxoo-i  reo-eraffo  i  Cor.  x.  8.  a  reading 
found  only  in  this  manufcript,  and  in  the  Syriac ^<  In 
a  note,  Ch.  iv.  feil.  12.  of  this  Introduftion,  I  have 
given  likewife  a  remarkable  reading  from  this  manu- 
icript,  which  evidently  betrays  a  critical  conjecture.  It 
is  an  extraordinary  circumftance,  and  at  the  fame  time 
a  proof  of  the  value  of  this  manufcript,  that'feveral  read- 
ings, which  Mill  found  in  it  alone,  have  been  confirmed 
by  other  manufcripts,  which  belong  to  totally  different 
countries :  forinftance  Rom.  viii,  19.  jf  airoxaf«/oxii»  t»jc 
m^ita^  for  xT«fl-£«c,  which  gives  a  very  different  fenfe,  is 
found  in  the  Mofcow  manufcript,  noted  M,  though  \ 
acknowledge  that  this  reading  in  particular  has  the  ap- 
pearance of  a  mere  correftion.  According  to  Henfler, 
the  Codex  Havnienfis  3,  has  likewife  a  great  fimilarity 
to  the  manufcript  in  queflion.  Mill  has  collated  it,  but 
Wetftein  fays  that  his  extracts  are  defeftive,  and  fome* 
times  erroneous.  The  extrafts  which  Wetflein  inferted 
in  his  edition,  were  made  by  Jackfon  and  Tiffin* 

What  I  have  here  related  of  this  manufcript,  I  have 
partly  borrowed  from  Wet  flein,  and  partly  deduced  fi'om 
an  examination  of  the  readings,  which  he  has  quoted. 
But  the  defcription  appears  to  me  to  be  in  fome  refped:s 
erroneous,  though  I  am  unable  tp  fpecify  in  what  the 
error  confifts. 

In  the  catalogue  of  the  library  of  Cefar  dc  MiiTy  % 
which  was  fold  in  1776,  was  the  following  article,  N* 
J617,  Collatiocodicis  Leiceflrenfis  per  Rev.  Joh,  Jack- 
fon adfcripta  margini  N.T,  Grace  imprcfiiOxonii  1675. 

s  2  Hoc, 

p  ISee  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vo).  X.  N«  161  and  169^^5. 
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Hoc  eft  originalc,  e  quo  variantes  leftiones  fuo  N.T.  in- 
fcruit  VVetUenius.     Vide  ejus  profatipnem,  p.  53.  n.  69- 
I  know  not  whether  this  collation  was  purchafed  by  Dr* 
Hunter,,  or  the  truftees  of  the  Britifti  Mufeum"*,  who 
feem  to  have  divided  the  Greek  manufcripts  of  Ceiar  de 
MhTy ;  but  I  can  communicate  a  mpre  accurate  defcrip- 
tion  of  it,  which  I  had  from  de  Miffy  himfelf.  There  was 
Jikewife  in  this  catalogue,  N"*  1618,  an  article  entitled, 
Kemarques  fur  leMSdeLeicefter  par  M.  dte  Mifly,  which 
I  had  fome  time  in  my  poffeflion  ;  they  were  fent  to  me 
by  his  widow,  in  confequence  of  a  wilh  tliat  I  had  ex- 
preffed  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  L  p.  99^  that  thefe  re- 
marks might  be  publi(hed,with  permiffion  to  print  them 
with  the  other  works  of  this  learned  and  fagacious  critic. 
But  as  I  have  returned  them  to  the  proprietor,  I  will 
feleft  only  fo  much  as  is  neceflary  to  be  known,  that  I 
may  not  defeat  the  publication  of  the  remarks  them" 
felves. 

The  Codex  Leiceftrenfis  is  in  the  Town-Library  at 
Leicefter,  and  is  written  partly  on  yellum,  and  partly  on 
very  thick  paper.  The  collation  which  Wetftein  pro- 
cured, was  taken  from  the  margin  of  a  copy  of  the  Ox- 
ford edition,  printed  in  1675,  in  which  however  not  all 
the  readings  were  noted,  but  thofe  only  which  had  been 
omitted,  or  falfely  quoted  by  Mill.  The  collation  was 
made  by  Jacklbn,  the  editor  of  Novatianus;  and  Lee,  a 
clergyman  in  Leicefter.  Jofepb  Wafle,  who  afterwards 
had  it  in  his  pofleflion,  added  new  remarks,  which  con- 
fifted. partly  in  comparifons  with  the  Coptic  verfion,  and 
partly  in  doubts  and  "conjeftures.  From  his  hands  it 
came  into  thofe  of  William  Tiffin,  who  reviled  the  notes 
of  his  predeceflbrs,  and  made  feveral  alterations.  In 
this  ftate  it  was  purchafed  by  Cefar  de  Mifly,  and  this 
collation  was  ufed  by  Wetftein, .  though  he  has  not  ac- 
curately defcribed  it*°^. 

DeMifly's  treatife  unfortunatelv^breaksoffinthemid- 
die  of  tlie  fixth  paragraph,  it  is  tlil^efore  difficult  to  de- 
termine what  were  his  real  fentiments  with  regard  to  the 
value  of  this  manufcript  -,  but  they  muft  have  been  un- 
favourable 
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favourable  either  to  the  manufcript  itfclf,  or  to  the  ex- 
trafts  that  had  been  made  from  it,  for  the  title  page  which 
he  has  prefixed,  and  on  which  he  wrote  with  his  own 
hand  Remarques  fur  les  MS  de  Lclcefter,  has  a  figure 
reprefenting  a  quack  doftor,  avec  privilege  du  Roi ;  but 
of  Wetftein  he  fpeaks  with  the  mod  profound  refpeft. 
He  appears  alfo  to  have  fufpefted,  if  we  may  judge  from 
the  firft  few  paragraphs,  that  Mill  had  his  doubts  with 
regard  to  this  manufcript.  Our  knowledge  therefore  of 
the  Codex  Leiceftrenfis  is  hitherto  attended  with  a  mj^f- 
tery***,  of  which  we  have  the  more  reafon  to  wifti  for 
an  explanation,  as  its  readings  fo  frequently  coincide 
with  thofe  of  the  Syriac  verfions. 

157.  Lincolnienfis  i,  noted  56  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wet  (rein's  N.  T.  belongs  to  Lincoln  College  in  Oxford, 
aad  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  in  1 502. 

158.  Lincolnienfis  2,  noted  39  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  in  the  third  33,  belongs  to  the  fame 
College,  and  is  an  ancient  manufcript  of  the  Afts  and 
Epiflles  written  on  vellum^  Th^  readings  of  both  thefp 
Lincoln  manufcripts  are  annexed  to  the  London  Poly* 
glot,  whence  they  were  taken  by  Mill  and  Wetftein.  But 
in  the  Polyglot  no  diftinftjon  is  made  between  them, 
both  being  noted  Lin. 

Lu.  a  manufcript  Quoted,  but  not  defcribed  by  Mill, 
and  which  is  fuppofed  to  be  the  fgm^  with  the  Canta-  ' 
brigienfis  495.     See  above  N"*  62, 

159.  Loefcherianus,  a  manufcript  of  the  Revelation, 
referred  by  Matthai  to  the  fifteenth  century,  though 
others  fuppofe  it  to  be  five  hundred  years  old,  belonged 
formerly  to  Loefcher,  from  wliofe  library  it  came  into 
that  of  Count  Briihl,  and  laftly  into  the  Eleftoral  library 
in  Drefden,  whence  it  has  alfo  the  title  of  Drefdenfis, 
Stemler,  who  obferved  its  frequent  coincidence  with  thq 
Wolfenbiittel  manufcript,  defcribed  above  N"*  130,  col- 
lated the  8'S  9'\  10'^,  and  1 1^^  chapters,  and  I  have- in- 
fertedhis  extrafts  in  the  Orient.  Bib.  Vol.  XVII .  N^  263. 
Matthai  procured  extradls  from  Dafdorf,  and  afterwards 
collated  the  whple  of  it  himfelf,  as  appears  from  his 

s  3  Apoca- 
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Apocalypfis  Gnece  et  Latine,  p.  213,214*  and  annexed 
both  the  extra(5ts  from  this  and  other  manufcripts  to  his 
edition  of  the  Revelation,  p^  239 — 309. 

160.  Magdalenenfis  i,  generally  written  Magd.  i, 
noted  57  in  the  firtt  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  in  the  fe* 
cond  41,  in  the  third  35,  is  a  copy  of  the  Gofpels,  Ads 
and  Epiftles,  belonging  to  Magdalen  College  in  Oxford, 
and  in  the  time  of  Mill  was'fuppofed  to  be  feven  him* 
dred  years  old* 

The  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark  is  defedtive  as  far  as  ch.  i.  1 1. 
Hammond,  who  relates  that  he  had  twice  collated  it,  has 
lometimes  quoted  its  readings  in  his  Commentary  on  the 
New  Teftament.  A  more  complete  coUeftion  may  be 
feen  in  the  London  Polyglot.  It  is  one  of  the  few  ma- 
nufcripts which  omit,  Luke  xi.  2-— 4.  the  interpolation 
from  St.  Matthew,  a  circumftance  which  redounds  to  its 
honour;  and  it  is  the  only  one  which,  in  conjundion 
with  the  Vulgate,  omits ./a«axoji,  i  Cor*  xiv.  18*  anomif* 
fion  which  entirely  alters  the  fenfe* 

1 6 1.  Magdalenenfis  2,  or  Magd.  2,  noted  42  in  the 
fecond  part  of  Wletftein's  N.  T.  belongs  to  the  fame 
College,  and  contains  the  epiftles  to  the  Romans  and 
Corinthians.  Extrafts  from  it  were  firft  printed  in  the 
London  Polyglot,  whence  they  were  taken  by  Mill  and 
Wetftein* 

162.  San*Maglorianus,  noted  43  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  in  the  fecond  not  quoted,  in  the  third 
54,  contains  the  Gofpels,  Epiftles,  and  Afts.  Amelotte 
and  Simon  have  ufed  this  manufcript,  the  former  of 
whom  refers  it  to  the  ninth  century  3  but  the  latter,  who 
was  undoubtedly  a  much  better  judge,  places  it  in  the 
twelfth  or  thirteenth  century.  Wetftein  has  admitted  it 
into  his  catalogue,  becaufe  he  has  fometimes  quoted  it 
from  the  accounts  given  by  the  above-mentioned  criticsj 
but  it  has  never  been  properly  collated'^. 

163.  Marfhi,  preferved  in  the  Bodleian  Library,  and 
noted  Bodleianus  24"°,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gof- 
pels, beginning  with  Matth.  vi.  1*  and  ending  with  John 
xvi.  25,  arid  not  free  from  other  chafm's :  it  was  written 

7  in 
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in  the  thirteenth  century.  Griefbach,  who  defcribes  it 
at  length  in  his  Symbolje,  p.  ccii — ccxxiii.  has  collated 
accurately  the  following  parts,  Matth,  viii — xiv.  Mark 
i — iv.  ix.  X.  xvi.  Luke  i— iv.  30.  xi.  xiii.  35 — xiv.  20. 
xviii.  8 — 33.  John  i — iiii  v^  i — 15.  viii.  1—26.  and  in- 
ferted  the  readings  in  his  Greek  Teftament,  and  Sym- 
bolse.  It  is  a  remarkable  inftance  of  an  ecledtic  manu- 
fcript.  It  correfponds  fometimes  fo  exadly  totheReuch- 
linianus,  as  to  coincide  even  in  the  erratst,  and  muft 
therefore  have  been  copied  either  from  the  Reuchlinia- 
nus,  or  from  a  tranfcript  of  it  y  at  other  times  it  varies 
from  it. in  fingle  readings,  and  follows  the  common  text; 
but  even  in  thefe  cafes  the  relation  is  ftill  difcernible. 
There  are  again  other  places,  where  the  tranfcriber  feems 
to  have  been  in  doubt  what  reading  he  (houid  prefer, 
and  has  left  therefore  a  vacant  fpace. 

164.  Mazarini,  noted  103  in  the  firfl  part  of  W^t-. 
ftein's  N.  T,  a  manufcript  800  years  old,  brought  from 
Conftantinople,  and  formerly  in  the  pofleflion  of  Cardi- 
nal Mazarin ;  but  I  know  not  what  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  it  contains,  Curcellaeus  procured  extrafts 
from  Emcricus  Bigot^  vj^hjcb  Wetllein  has  inferted  alfo 
in  his  edition. 

Meadi.  The  three  following  nianufcripts,  which  for* 
merly  belonged  to  the  celebrated  Dr,  Mead,  ought  pro? 
perly  to  be  referred  to  the  clafs  of  uncollated  manu- 
fcripts;  for  Wetftein  fays  of  the  firft,  f  quen)  rpihi  huma- 
niffime  in  bibliotbeca  fua  oftendjt  Mead ;'  of  the  fecond, 
*  quod  vidi  apud  Mead,*  without  making  mention  of  a 
collatiorioftliemi  and  of  the  third,  *quem  obiter  infpexi.' 
But  as  Wetftein  has  admitted  them  into  his  catalogue, 
on  account  of  the  few  extra<5ls  which  he  has  given,  they 
cannot  be  excluded  from  the  lift.  But  I  Ihallnot  num- 
ber all  three, .  becaufe  he  has  quoted  more  than  one  under 
different  names,  arid  I  have  already  defcribed  them. 

Meadi  i,  noted  109  in  the  firft  part  ofWetftein's 
N.  T.  contains  the  four  Gofpels.  It  came  afterwards 
jiAto  the  library  of  Dr.  A£kew,  and  it  feas  been  defcribec^ 
Sbove,  N°  3,  under  that  title*", 

54  }^S*  M^^-df 
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165.  Meadi  2,.  noted  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.T.  Evangeliftarium  23. 

Meadi  3,  noted  22  in  the  third  part  of  Wetftein's 
N,  T.  a  manufcript  of  the  Afts  and  the  Epiftles.  Ac- 
cording to  Velthufen,  it  is  the  fame  with  that  which 
Wetftein  calJs  Codex  Antonii  Aikew,  and  which  I  have 
defcribed  above,  N*  3,  Wetftein  then  has  counted  the 
lame  manufcript  twice,  a  miftake  which  may  be  eafily 
committed  by  a  critic,  who  both  collates  himfelf,  and 
ufes  the  collations  of  others :  I  will  quote  one  of  its  read- 
ings, as  being  remarable  5  inftead  of  the  ufual,  but  auk- 
ward  reading,  0  yaj  biXm  ^wjjv  ayoLVfy^  I  Pet.  iii.  10.  this 
manufcript  alone  has  much  more  properly  0  yu^  ^o<m 

f«)iv,  xai   ayo(,nm  yifJLt^a,^    litiy   ayoAxq^  in  conformity  tO 

Pfalm  xxxiii.  13.  This  might  be  taken  for  a  modern 
correftion  from  the  Septuagintj  were  it  not  found  in  the 
old  Syriac,  and  in  the  Arabic,  not  only  that  publi(he4 
by  Erpenius,  which  was  made  from  the  Syriac,  byit  ii^ 
that  printed  in  the  Polyglot,  which  was  made  frojn  the 
Greek. 

166 — 175.  Medicsei.  .  Under  this  title  muft  not  be 
expefted  the  whole  treafure  of  manufcripts  of  the  N,T. 
in  the  Medicean  librar}%  but  the  few  whiph  Wetftein  has 
noted,  and  which  he  has  fometimes  quoted  among  his 
various  readings. 

M^icsBus  rithoei,  noted  42  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels ;  the 
readings  were  extraded  by  Petjus  Pithoeus,  and  written 
^n  the  margin  of  Stephens's  edition  of  1550.  Wetftein 
procured  tnefe  extra6ts,  and  inferted  them  ip*his  edition 
of  the  Greek  Teftament  "'.  '  •    ^ 

Medicjei,  noted  loi  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein'sN.T. 
in  the  fecond  ^9,  in  the  third  56,  and  in  the  fourth  23. 
A'perfon,  whofe  name  is  unknown,  made  extracts  from 
a  Medicean  manufcript,  which  is  likewife  unknown,  and 
wrote  them  in  the  margin  of  Plantings  edition  of  1591. 
Thefe, .  which  extend  only  from  Matth.  xxiv.  to  Mark 
viii.  I .  were  inferted  by  Wetftein  in  his  coUeftion,  This 
account  is  given  by  Wetftein  in  the  firft  part,  but  in  the 

^     »        fecond 
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fecond  he  adds,  that  this  fame  anonymous  critic,  a 
Dutchman  by  birth,  collected  readings  from  two  ma- 
nufcripts  for  the  cpiftles  to  the  Ephefians  and  Philip- 
plans,  from  one  manufcript  for  the  Ads  of  the  Apoftles, 
and  from  four  Medicean  manufcripts  for  the-  catholic 
epiftles  :  he  collefted  Hkev/iie  readings  for  the  three  firft 
chapters  of  the  Revelation,  but  probably  only  froni  one 
manufcript.   Thefe  together  make  nine  manufcripts*''.* 

176.  Miflyanus,  noted  44  in  the  firft  part  of  Vfti^ 
ftein's  N.  T.  Cefar  de  Mifly  procured  this  manufcript  of 
the  four  Gofpels  from  mount  Athos,  and  collated  it  with 
Mill's  edition,  for  the  ufe  of  Wetttein*'*. 

Millyanus  A  A,  or  1635,  has  been  defcribed  above, 
N*  133.  under  the  title  Goettingenfis  2. 

177.  Miflyanus  BB,  noted  in  the  catalogue  of  hisfale 
N°  1333,  and  there  entitled  Leftionarlum  ex  Adis  Apof- 
tolorum  et  Epiftolis,  Codex  MS.  membranaceus  BB. 
Contulit  hunc  codicem  Rev.  Csefar  de  Miffy,  fed  colJatio 
typis  nondum  eft  vulgata.  The  manufcript  itfelf  was 
purchafed  by  Dr.  Hunter**,  and  will  be  called,  perhaps, 
in  future,  Hunterianus.  Mifly's  very  accurate  collation 
I  had  fome  time  in  my  poffeffion:  it  was  my  intention 
to  have  printed  it,  but  I  could  find  no  bookfeller  who 
was  willing  to  undertake  the  publication,  and  it  was 
too  voluminous  for  the  Orientalifche  Bibliothek.  I  re- 
turned it  therefore  to  Mifly's  heirs,  and  am  ignorant 
where  it  is  preferved  at  prefent ;  but  facred  criticifm  has 
fuffered  no  great  lofs  through  the  negleft  of  publica* 
tion;  as  we  have  more  reafoh  to  complain  of  fuperfluity, 
than  of  fcarcity,  of  eictraftb  from  manufcripts  of  the 
Greek  Teftament. 

178.  Miflyanus  CC,  in  the  catalogue  of  his  fale 
marked  N"*  1634,  and  there  defcribed,  Leftionarium  ex 
Evangeliftis  et  Epiftolis  Apoftolorum,  MS.  membrana- 
ceus CC,  fcriptus  1 199.  Contulit  hunc  codicem  Cseiar 
de  Mifly,  fed  coUatio  nondum  eft  typis  vulgata.  This 
was  likewife  purchafed  by  Dr.  Hunter ;  but  where  the 
collation  itfelf  is,  I  know  not. 

Even  if  thefe  three  Ledtionaria  had  not  been  coIlatecK 

which 

•      ^  Sec  tlic  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  X.  p,  1^ 


a82  MSS.  of  the  Greek  Tefiament.     chap.  viii. 

which  they  really  have  been>  it  would  have  bfeen  necef- 
fary  to  introduce  and  number  theni  in  this  catalogue, 
becaufe  a  difpute  has  arifeh  whether  one  of  them  had 
not  the  famous  paflage,  i  John  v.  7.  The  occafion  of  this 
difpute  was  the  following :  Wetftein,  p.  721  of  the  fe-. 
cpnd  volume^  quotes  Ledionaria  tria  Miflyana,  which 
omit  I  John  V.  7.  but  in  the  errata  it  iscorre6tcd  to  Lee- 
tionaria  duo :  hence  it  has  been  concluded  that  the  third 
muft  contain  the  pitffage.  This  conclufion  is  falfe,  for  it 
cannot  be  faid  that  the  manufcript  either  has  it,  or  omits 
it.  This  will  beft  appear  from  the  Bibliotheque  Britan- 
nique,  T.  XI.  Mois  de  Mai  et  de  Juin  1 753,  p.  73. 

As  I  have  frequent  occafion  to  mention  Cefarde  Miffy, 
not  only  on  account  of  his  manufcripts,  but  likewife  on 
account  of  the  controverfy  relative  to  the  Codex  Ravia- 
nus,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  give  a  (hort  account  of 
him,  as  his  life  has  never  been  defcribed  in  any  biogra-. 
phical  dictionary  *'*.  He  was  born  at  Berlin,  June  2, 
1 703,  of  parents  who  were  French  refugees ;  ftudied  at 
Francfort  on  the  Oder,  and  was  examined  for  orders  at 
Berlin  in  1725;  but  having  fome  fcruples  relative  to 
the  fubfcription  to  a  book  of  articles,  probably  the 
Confeffio  Sigifmundi,  the  fubfcription  to  which  was  at 
that  time  abfolute,  though  at  prefcnt  modified  by  a 
quatenus,  he  left  his  birth-place,  and  fettled  in  the  Ne- 
therlands. He  went  afterwards  to  London,  where,  in 
1 73 1,  he  became  French  preacher  in  the  Savoy,  in 
J 767  French  chaplain  at  St.  james*s,  and  died  Auguft 
10,  1775.  He  was  a  profoundly  learned  and  iagacious 
critic,  but  too  violent  and  fatirical  in  <:oittroverfy,  a 
quality  which  fometimes  carried  him  beyond  the  bounds 
jvhich^his  ardent  love  of  truth  would  have  otherwifc 
prefcribed  to  him ;  and  even  a  love  for  truth,  if  it  be 
jcarried  fo  far  as  to  treat  with  injuftice  what  is  deemed 
to  be  error,  defeats  its  own  end,  and  affumes  the  ap-* 
*  pearance  of  that  which  it  attep:ipts  to  expofe.  I  once 
defign.ed  to  publifh  his  life,  and  a  critical  catalogue  of 
his  writings,  vyhich  I  had  fome  time  in  my  pofleffionj 
but  I  returned  them  to  the  proprietor,  as  no  bookfeller 
would  undertake  the  publication. 

179.  Mol? 
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Sjg,  Molftieimenfis.  The  readings  of  this  manu- 
fcript  muft  not  be  fought  in  the  large  coUcftions  that 
have  hither  been  made,  becaufe  it  was  not  known  till 
after  Wetftein's  publication.  It  contains  the  Gofpels, 
Ads,  and  Epiftles,  and  belonged  formerly  to  the  college 
of  Jefuits  at  Molfheim,  in  Alikce.  Oberlln  fuppofes  tliat 
it  was  brought  thither,  wit h<nany  other  books,  from  the 
ancient  Carmelite  monaftery  in  Strafburg.  In  the  year 
1764,  the  Jefuits  being  obliged  to  abandon  their  college, 
brought  it  to  the  abbey  of  Maurfmiinfter^  where  it  re- 
mained during  fome  years  j  but  the  fufFr^an  bifhop  of 
Strafturg  ordered  the  books  and  manufcripts  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  feminary  in  Molfheim,  where  this  manu- 
fcript  is  preferved  at  prefent. 

The  Jefuit  Adam  Contzen  has  ufed  it  in  his  commen- 
tary on  the  four  Gofpels ;  but  as  the  cpUeftors  of  various 
readings  expeded  not  to  find  critical  refearches  in  this 
work,  they  have  left  his  extrads  wholly  unnoticed.  Fa- 
ther Goldhagen  has  taken  from  it  fifty-two  readings, 
which  he  printed,  in  his  Greek  Teftament*",  pubHflied  at 
Mayence  .in  1753.  But  from  thefe  we  can  form  no 
judgement  of  the  manufcript  itielf,  as  the  editor  has  de- 
4)rived  his  evidence  of  all  authority,  by  a  too  ftrenuous 
fupport  of  the  Vulgate.  For  he  never  quotes  the  Codex 
Moltlieimenfis,  but  where  its  readings  coincide  with  the 
Latin  verfion  :  if  therefore  we  abide  by  his  extradis 
alone,  we  muft  of  courfe  fulpe(5l:  that  this  manufcript 
has  h^cn  corrupted  from  the  Vulgate,  becaufe  we  fee  no 
example  of  a  deviation  from  it.  But  we  may  conclude, 
from  Goldlhagen's  filence  on  many  paflages,  that  it  ac- 
tually does  deviate  from  the  Vulgate ;  and  there  can  be 
,  no  doubt  that  i  John  v.  7.  is  not  contained  in  it,  be* 
caufe  the  editor  has  not  quoted  it  for  that  paffage,  though 

he 

•  H  jtowij  haBnxv^  five  Novuiii  D.  N.  I.  C.  teftamentum  graecum  cum  va* 
iriantibiis  lei5tionibus,  quae.demonftrant  Vulgatam  Latinam  ipfis  e  Grsois 
N.T.  codicibus  hodienum  extantibus  ^uthenticam.  y^ccedit  index  epif- 
tolarum  et  evangel iorum,  fpicilegium  apolog-eticum,  et  lexidion  Gr'asco- 
Litinum.  Cura  et  opera  P.  Heraianni  Goldhagen,  Societatis  JrAi.  Editio 
ciitholica  noviffima,  cum  pernliiTu  fuperiorum.  See  the  Gottingen  Re* 
view  for  1753,  ^°  gy 
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he  has  produced  falfe  evidence  from  other  manufcripts 
in  favour  of  that  verfe.  On  the  other  hand,  we  muft 
conclude  that  it  reads  ^co?,  i  Tim.  iii.  16.  becaufe  Gold- 
hagcn  has  not  quoted  it  for  0,  the  reading  of  the  Vul- 
gate"*. It  delerves  to  be  more  accurately  examined, 
and  completely  collated. 

180.  Montfortianus,  called  alfo  Dublinenfis,  probably 
the  fame  which  Erafmus  entitled  Britannicus,  noted  61 
in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  in  the  fecond  40, 
and  in  the  third  34,  contains  the  whole  New Teftament, 
but  is  written  in  a  modern  hand,  and  is  probably  of  the 
fixteenth  century.  The  leaves  are  a  thick  glazed  paper"', 
which  Ycard  took  for  vellum,  and  in  confequence  at 
cribed  to  this  manufcript  a  too  great  antiquity.  Another 
proof  that' has  befen  alleged  of  its  antiquity  is,  that  it 
has  readings,  which  are  found  neither  in  the  Complutiim 
edition,  nor  in  that  of  Erafmus :  but  this  (hews  only 
that  it  was  not  copied  from  one  of  thofe  editions,  not 
that  it  is  more  ancient  than  the  invention  of  printing. 
See  the  New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  156— i6o*'\  Un> 
important  as  this  manufcript  may  appear,  on  account  of 
its  modern  date,  it  deferves  a  circumftantial  defcription, 
as  it  is  one  of  thofe  two  manufcripts  which  alone  contain 
the  celebrated  paflage  of  the  'three  that  bear  record  in 
'heaven,  i  John  v.  7.  I  am  indeed  perfuaded  that  this 
paflage  is  neither  genuine,  nor  of  any  importance  in 
dogmatical  theology ;  but  fince  it  is  a  fubjeft  of  fo  much 
controverfy,  and  the  advocates  for  its  authenticity  appeal 
to  the  Montfortianus  in  fupport  of  their  do&rine,  the 
manufcript  itfelf  becomes  important  in  polemical  eriti- 
cifm.  Befide  the  f  ommon  works  in  which  the  manu- 
fcrtpts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  are  defcribed,  the  reader 
may  confult  Bengel's  remarks,  i  John  v.  7.  §  vi.  n.  vi. 
and  the  writers  which  he  has  quoted ;  alio  Wetftein's 
note  to  this  paflage,  and  my  Curae  in  Adtus  Apoftolor 
rum  Syriacos,  §  xi,  p.  184,  185. 

The  name  of  this  manufcript  is  derived  from  a  former 
proprietor.  Mill  relates,  §  1379,  that  it  belonged  ori- 
ginally to  one  Ffoy,sa  prancifcaA  friar,  then  to  Thomas 

Clemen^ 
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Clement,  afterwards  to  William  Chare,  and  laftly  to 
Thomas  Montfort"*.  Since  the  time  of  Uflicr,  it  has 
been  prefervedin  thelibrary  of  Trinity  college  in  Dublin, 
where  it  is  noted  G»  97.  and  hence  it  is  fometimes  called 
Dublinenfis.  As  Erafmus,  in  the  two  firfl  editions  of 
his  Greek  Teftament,  omitted  i  John  v.  7,  but  in  the 
later  editions  inferted  it,  becaufe  he  had  found  it,  as  he 
relates,  in  a  codex  Britannicus  ;  it  has  been  concluded, 
with  a  very  great  degree  of  probability,  that  the  Mont^ 
fortianus  is  the  fame  as  the  Britannicus  of  Erafmus,  be- 
caufe, though  every  manufcript  ir^  Great  Britain  has 
been  carefully  fearched,  this  is  the  only  one  which  con- 
tains  the  paff^e  in  queftion"". 

Though  no  critic  would  afcribe  a  high  antiquity  to 
the  Montfortianus,  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  no 
reafon  to  fufpeft  that  it  is  a  mere  tranfcript  from  the 
Complutenfian  Polyglot  ^  as  is  faid  of  the  Codex  Ravi- 
anus,  which  I  (hall  defcribe  in  the  fequel.  For  the  dif- 
ference is  ftrongly  marked  in  numerpus  paffages,  and 
even  the  text  in  queftion,  for  which  this  manufcript  is 
famous,  is  not.  the  fame  as  in  that  Polyglot. 

Mill  has  obferved,  that  this  manufcript  has  a  very 
great  number  of  readings,  which  are  peculiar  to  itfelf : 
he  has  counted  not  lefs  than  140;  and  though  this  num- 
ber has  been  diminiflied,  fince  more  manufcripts  have 
been  collated,  yet  it  ftill  remains  confiderable. 

Erafmus  defcribes  the  Codex  Britannicus  as  a  latiniz* 
ing  manufcript:  Wetftein  entertains  the  fame  fenti- 
ments  with  refpedk  to  the  Montfortianus,  which  he  fup- 
ports  by  feveral  examples,  though  they  afford  not  abfo- 
lute  convidion.     But  the  paffage  in  queftion,  i  John 

v.  7. 

[  Dr.  Semkr  has  another  fufpicion  with  regard  to  this  mantifcRiiit» 
namely,  that  the  editors  of  the  Complutenfian  Polyglot  procured  it  to  be. 
written,  in  order  to  ferve  their  own  purpofe,  becaufe  Cardinal  Ximtnes 
was  inclined  in  favour  ai  the  edition  of  Erafmus.  See  his  examination  of 
the  New  Teftament,  printed  at  Aicala,  p.  133.  But  this  fufpicion  is  not 
fupported  by  fiifficient  authority,  and  it  may  be  obferved,  that  both  the 
adver&ries  and  the  advocates  of  i  John  v.  7.  have  neglected  too  frequently 
the  rules  of  moderation ^d  impartiality 
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V-  7*  without  inquiring  whether  it  be  genuine  or  not, 
affords  the  very  ftrongeft  proof  of  Wetttein*s  affertion ; 
for  in  the  Cod.  Mont,  it  not  only  differs  from  the  ufual 
text,  but  is  written  in  fuch  Greek  as  manifeftly  betrays 
a  tranllation  from  the  Latin.  I  will  tranfcribe  it  line 
for  line,  with  all  the  abbreviations,  as  it  is  given  by 
Travis  in  his  Letters  to  Gibbon,  p.  153. 

OtV  TfgT;  fiffiv   01  /xafTu 
fouvT*  ly  TfiJ  ou^w,  •anif,   Xoyo^,  ataV  iff  vet,  »y*0F. 

Kai*  tji'k   fiVtv  oV  fxaprxl 
«  ,  ••  ft  ..     ••     5 

Here  the  article  is  omitted  before  the  words  expreflive 
of  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghoft,  becaufe  there  is  no 
article  in  the  Latin,  and  it  occurred  not  to  the  tranflator 
that  the  ufual  Greek  was  0  •srarnf ,  0  Xoyog,  ro  TsrvsvfAx,  He 
has  alfo  tv  rin  yt?,  which  is  falfe  Greek,  for  im  m?  ytij,  be- 
caufe he  found  in  the  Latin,  in  terra  **^  He  has  like- 
wife  omitted  xai  01  r^nc  ik  to  $y  £Krtv***,  which  is  wanting 
in  many  Latin  manul'cripts  **',  becaufe  the  Lateran 
council,  held  in  X215,  had  rejefted  it  through  polemic 
cal  motives. 

In  the  Curse  in  Aftus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  §  xi. 
p.>  1 84. .  I  have  noted  three  paffages  in  the  Gofpel  of 
St.  Mark,  which  perfeftly  coincide  with  tHe  Syriac  ver**. 
lion.  What  I  have  there  obferved,  I  will  add  in  a  note', 
becaufe  a  knowledge  of  the  Montfort  manufcript  is  of 
fome  confequence,  and  the  Curse,  which  contain  dry 
and  critical  refearches,  are  not  in  the  hands  of  every 
reader.  The  i^xU  i  John  v.  7.  cannot  have  been  taken 
from  the  Syriac,  for  it  is  wanting  in  that  verlion.  A 
Remarkable  reading,  £yx«xav,  Luke  xviii.  i\  is  found  in 

fhe 

t  Solus  hie  cum  Syro  Marc.  iii.  22,  omittit  ^rius  on,  atque  verfa 
^4  xwXa;,  quod  et  Latino  codice  Vcrcellenfi  abeft.  Capitis  vi..yerru  48,  cum 
gmnes  ptne  codices  habeant  i^trai  npo2  aytot2,  hifque  duabus  vocibut 
omiiri5,  Cantabrigienfis  cum  V'ercellenii  et  Vindobonend  latinis,  ^tx}"^^ 
O  iHJpTi,  folns  e  Graecis  Montfdrtianus  utrarr.que  l?6tionem  cohjunxit; 
ifP^iTAt  np02  ATT0T2  o  iH20TZy  Idemc^ue  et  Syrus  fecit,  atque  ex  JUtimt 
(odicibus  Brixieulis. 
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the  Montfortianus  and  Alexandrinus,  but  in  no  other; 
If  this  manufcript  is  the  fame  as  the  Britannicus,  the 
firft  extradts  were  made  from  it  by  Erafmus,  but  more 
complete  extradls  were  given  in  the  London  Polyglot, 
though  thefe  extend  only  as  far  as  the  beginning  of  the 
epiftle  to  the  Romans. 

181.  Mori  primus,  or  M .  i,  noted  60,  in  the  firft 
part  of  Wetftein*s  N.  T.  in  the  fourth  10,  contains  the 
Gofpels,  written  in  a  very  neat  hand,  in  the  year  1297, 
and  the  book  of  Revelation,  which  is  written  in  a  more 
modern  hand.  Luke  xv.  15.  it  is  the  only  one  of  the 
manufcripts  quoted  by  Wetftein,  that  has  ayfov  in  the 
fingular,  which  muft  be  a  very  ancient  reading,  for  it  is 
found  in  both  Syriad  verfions,  both  Arabic  verfions,  all 
the  old  Latin  and  the  Vulgate  :  it  was  alfo  difcovered 
by  Matthai,  in  the  Mofcow  Codex  x.  The  manufcript 
in  queftion,  belonged  formerly  to  More,  bilh op  of  Nor- 
wich, with  whofe  permiffion  Mill  made  extrads  from  it : 
at  prefent  it  is  preferved,  as  well  as  the  following  manu- 
fcript, in  the  Univerfity  library  at  Cambridge,  to  which 
it  was  given  by  George  L  together  with  the  bilhop's 
whole  library***. 

182.  Mori  fecundus,  or  M.  2.  an  evangeliftarium, 
fuppofed  to  be  written  about  the  year  1000,  formerly  in 
thepoffeffion  of  Bifhop  More,  but  at  prefent  in  Cam- 
bridge. It  has  been  collated  by  Mill,  and  is  noted  by 
Wetftein  Evangeliftarium  4  **^. 

183.  Mofcuenfis,  noted  87  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet^ 
flein's  N.  T.  is  a  manufcript  of  the  fouf  Gofpels,  pre- 
ferved in  Mofcow ;  but  the  latter  part,  from  John  vii. 
to  the  end,  is  written  in  a  more  modern  hand,  which 
was  finifhed,  however,  fo  early  as  the  year  of  Chrift 
1000,  and  the  more  ancient  part  is  referred,  by  Behgel, 
to  the  eighth,  century.  We  know  nothing  more  of  thii 
manufcript  than  what  is  given  in  Bengelii  Introduftio  in 
crifin  N.  T.  §  7,  where  readings  are  given  which  had 
been  extradied  by  Profeflbr  Grofs.  Wetftein  has  no- 
thing more  than  what  he  borrowed  from  Bengel  j  but 
we  may  expeft  more  certain  ^and  complete  accounts  of  it 

in 
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in  the  prefaces  to  St.  Matthew  and  St.  Mark's  Gofpels, 
which  will  fhortly  be  publiflied  by  Matthai  ***. 

184.  Mofquenfes  a  C.  F.  Matthai  except  1.  While 
Matthai  was  rrofeflbr  in  Mofcow,  he  found  in  that  city 
a  very  confiderable  number  of  manufcripts  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  which  he  has  collated  with  great  accuracy, 
and  communicated  to  the  >yorld  their  various  readings 
in  his  edition  of  the  New,  Teftament,  in  Greek  and 
Latin,  which  was  begun  in  1782,  and  which  I  (hall 
defcribe  in  the  chapter  relating  to^  the  editions  of  the 
Greek  Teftament.  Though  he  collated  above. twenty 
manufcripts,  yet,  as  his  publication  is  not  yet  finifhed, 
I  (hall  include  them  all  under  a  fingle  number.  In  his 
prefaces,  he  has  generally  given  fom^  defcription  of 
them,  and  either  at  the  beginning  or  end  of  each  vo^ 
lume,  fpecimens  of  their  letters  in  copper-plate.  But 
I  (hall  make  no  ufe  of  this  work  on  the  prefent  occa- 
fion,  partly  becau(e  it  is  hitherto  incomplete,  and  the 
defcription  of  fcvei-al  manufcripts  is  ftill  wanting;  partly 
becaufe  the  plates  and  the  defcription  are  in  different 
volumes,  which  creates  confu(ion :  and  I  (hall  be  the 
more  ea(ily  excufed,  as  we  may  hope  that  the  editor 
himfelf  will  add,  at  the  end  of  his  publication,  a  regular 
catalogue  of  the  Mofcow  manu(cripts,  with  reference 
both  to  the  plates  and  the  defcriptions**^. 

Though  thefe  manufcripts  are  not  of  the  higheft  an* 
tiquity,  they  arc  fiir  from  being  modern,  (ince  many  of 
them  were  written  in  the  eleventh  centur}\  As  the  Ru(^ 
iiail  is  a  daughter  of  the  Greek  church,  it  of  co^urfe  foU 
lows,  that  they  very  frequently  contain  the  readings  of 
the  Byzantine  edition,  cfpecially  as  they  were  writ  tea 
cither  in  Conftantinople  itfelf,  or  iii  fome  Greek  pro-* 
vince :  and  we ,  have  equal  reafon  to  exped  a  coinci- 
dence with  tlic  Slavonian  or  Rudian  verfion,  and  the 
quotations  of  Chryfoftom  and  Thebphylaft.     At  the 
lame  time,  I  have  obferved  many  readings  that  were 
ufual,  not  only  in  the  Weft  of  Europe,  but  alfo  in 
Egypt  i  and  feveral  remarkable,  though  dubious  read- 
ings, have  been  confirmed  by  the  authority  pf  the  Mo(^ 

cow 
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cow  manufcripts.  Not  one  of  them  has  the  fpurious 
paflage,  I  John  v.  7.  If  I  were  in  pofleffion  of  a  regular 
and  accurate  catalogue  of  them,  I  Ihould  be  ablfe  to 
communicate  more  information,  as  I  find  it  difficult  to 
coUeft,  at  prefent,  the  detached  remarks  which  I  have 
niade  on  different  papers. 

Since  high  antiquity  cannot  be  afcribed  to  thefe  ma* 
nufcripts,  and  they  belong  to  an  edition,  in  which  diffi- 
cult pafl^es'were  frequently  removed  by  critical  con- 
jefture,  I  would  not  venture  to  apply  their  readings 
with  the  fame  certainty  as  thofe  of  more  ancient  manu- 
fcripts, whenever  the  queftion  relates  to  points,  that  are 
obfcurc   and  perplexed.      Our  editions  of  the  Greek 

Teftament  have  xat  iroLvncy  rx  iea-fxa,  ai/£3*n,  A6ts  xvi.  26. 

Now  this  appears  incredible,  for  if  the  bands  of  all  the 
prifoners  had  been  loofcd,  fettirig  afide  the  improbability 
that  this  effeft  (hould  have  been  produced  by  an  earth- 
quake, they  would  not  have  remained  quietly  in  prifon, 
the  doors  being  opened,  as  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  they 
were  all  innocent,  like  Paul  and  Silas.  Here  the  two 
Mofcow  manufcripts,  d  and  1,  have  xa*  iravra  t«  Jier/Aa 
«nJii,  which  may  be  applied  to  Paul  and  Silas  only.  But 
this  is  perhaps  onjy  a  modern  correft ion,  made  to  avoid 
a  difficulty,  and  not  to  be  admitted  withoiit  -the  autho- 
rity of  a  more  ancient  evidence  *y^         . 

185.  Norimbergenfis,  an  Evangeliftarium,  preferved 
in  the  city  library  at  Nuremberg,  fuppofed  to  be  700 
years  old,  and  whofe  readings  are  faid  to  have  a  great 
conformity  with  thofe  of  the  Cantabrigienfis,  Stephani  d, 
Bafileenfis  y,  and  Leiceftrenfis.  A  defcriptioh  of  it  is 
given  in  the  Altdorf  Literary  Mufeum  for  the  ye^  1778. 
Vol.  I.  part  4'\ 

186.  The  three  following  manufcripts  belong  to  New 
College,  in  Oxford*;  extrafts  from  which  were  firfl  given 
in  the  London  Polyglot,  and  thefe  were  afterwards  re- 
yifed  by  Mill.  Before  the  time  of  Wetftein,  and  even 
in  the  firfl  yolume  of  his  edition,  we  find  very  confuted 
accounts  of  them.  For  inftance.  Mill  mentions  in  his 
index  only  two,  N.  i,  and  N-  2,  and  defcribes  thefe 

VoL.n.  T  two 
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two  only,  §  1388  and  1389,  yet  he  writes,  §  1423,  in 
collegio  novo  tres  codices,  evangelia  recentis  fcripturse, 
A<9:us  Apoftolici  et  epiftolss  catholicce  rnanus  vetufti- 
oris ;  itemque  adla  et  epiftolae  Paulinae  et  catholica. 
His  Codex,  N.  i,  muft,  according  to  his  defcription, 
contain  only  the  Gofpels,  yet  he  frequently  quotes  it  in 
the  Acts  of  the  Apoftles.  It  appears  then  that  he  has 
committed  fevcral  miftakes  of  memory*''.  Wetftein, 
in  his  fecond  volume,  p.  453,  gives  a  more  clear  ac- 
count of  them,  by  which  I  fliall  abide,  a&  he  probably 
paid  all  poffible  attention  to  a  fubjecV,  in  which  he  at- 
tempted to  correft  not  only  the  faults  of  his  predecef- 
fors,  but  his  own.  He  faw  thefe  manufcripts  in  1715, 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  he  deemed  them  worthy  of 
a  collation. 

This  manufcript,  noted  58  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T. ,  in  the  London  Polyglot,  and  the  editions 
of  Fell  and  Mill,  N.  i,  or  Nov.  i,  is  a  very  modern  ma- 
nufcript of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  fince  the  invention 
of  printing,  and  feems  to' be  related  to  the  Montfortianus 
and  Lincolnienfis,  which  are  likewife  modern. 

187.  N.  I,  as  noted  in  the  London  Polyglot,  in  Mill, 
Nov.  2,  or  N.  2,  and  43  in  the  fecond  papt  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T. ,  contains  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles  and  the  Epii- 
tles  of  St.  Paul  *^\  It  has  a  reading  which  is  very  re- 
markable, whether  it  be  genuine  or  fpurious,  Heb.  vi.  2. 
BcL7rri&(jt.uv  SidSox^i?'  If  it  be  fpurious,  it  is  at  leaft  an 
ingenious  conjecture.  A  fimilar  correftion,.  or  fcholion, 
is  undoubtedly- r7r<S-u/Ai&)v  {or  St/scvoiuvy  Ephef.  ii.  3.  which 
is  found  m  no  other  manufcript.  Thefe  examples  area 
proof  of  the  ingenuity  of  the  copyift,  but  they  are  no 
recommendation  of  the  readings  of  this  nmanufcript  con- 
fidered  as  evidence.  ..'       . 

188.  N.  2,  as  noted  in  the  Polyglot  and  Mill's  In- 
dex, but  in  Mill's  Various  Readings,  noted  N.  i,and 
36  in  the  third  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T. ,  contains  the 
.  Adts  of  the  Apoftles,  and  the  catholic  epiftleS. 

The  extrafts  from  thefe  three  manufcripts  are  proba- 
bly as  confufed  as  the  defcription  that  has  been  given 
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of  them,  and  it  were  ta  be  wifhed  that  they  were  collated 


anew"^. 


189.  Parrhafii,  noted  loS  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T,,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  of  which 
Montfaucon  in  his  Diarium  Italicum,  p.  308,  and 
Trechow  in  his  Tentamen,  p.  2£,  have  given  an  ac- 
count. It  has  received  this  name  ffom  its  former  pro- 
prietor, Aulus  Janus  Parrhafius,  who  died  in  1533,  and 
left  it  to  Antonius  Seripandus,  the  father  of  Cardinal 
Hieronymus  Seripandus :  afterwards  it  came  into  the 
library  belonging  to  the  monaftery  of  Johannes  de  Car- 
bonaria,  in  Naples,  whence  it  was  fent  as  a  prefent  to 
the  Emperor  Charles  VI.  and  is  now  in  the.  Imperial 
library  at  Vienna,  where  it  is  called  Neapolitanus  1,  or 
Auftarii  bibliothecse  Vindobonenfis  i.  I  know  not 
why  Wetftein  has  given  it  a  place  in  his  catalogue,  as 
he  has  quoted  no  ejctradts  from  it,  but  I  cannot  reje6t 
it  from  the  prefent  lift,  as  it  is  found  in  Wetftein's 
Prolegomena.  Trefchow  has  made  extracts  from  the 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  from  which  it  appears  that  this 
manufcript  harmonizes  with  the  Latin  verfion*^. 

190.  Dominici  Faffionei,  N**  Ixxii.  noted  G  in  the 
third  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T. ,  contains  the  Afts  of 
the  Apoftles,  beginning  with  ch.  viii.  10.  the  catholic 
epiftles,  and  thofe  of  St.  Paul,  as  far  as  Heb.  xiii,  10. 
Montfaucon  refers  it  to  the  ninth,  Blanchini  to  the 
eighth,  or  even  to  the  feventh  century.  The  laft  men- 
tioned critic  has  given  feveral  readings  from  it,  which 
Wetftein  has  inferted  in  his  coUeftion  **\ 

191.  Per/  or  Perronianus  *^*,  noted  91  in  the  firft 
part  of  Wetftein' s  N,  T. ,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four 
Gofpels,  which  Montfaucon  fuppofed  to  have  been 
written  in  the  tenth  century.  He  communicated  the 
extracts  which  were  inferted  by  Mill. 

192.  JPet.  I,  or  Petavianus  primus,  noted  44  in  the 
fecond  part  of  Wetftein*s  N.T. ,  in  the  third  38,  con- 
tains the  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles  and  the  Epiftles.  Wet- 
ftein places  it  in  the  thirteenth  century;  but  Mill; 
whofe  judgement  on  this  fubjeft  is  not  equal  to  that 
of  Wetftein,  makes  it  two  or  three  centuris  more  an- 
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cient.  It  belonged  formerly  to  Paulus  Petavius% 
from  whofe  heirs  it  was  purchafed  by  Queen  Chrif- 
tina,  and  prefented  to  Ifaac  Vpflius,  whence  it  came 
with  the  reft  of  his  manufcripts  into  the  Univerfity 
library  at  Leyden,  where  it  is  noted  77.  It  was  firft 
coUattd,  together  with  the  two  following  manufcripts, 
by  Claude  Sarrau,  whofe  extrafts  were  inlerted  in  Fell's 
edition.     But  this  editor  was  in  poffcffion  of  more  com- 

?lete  extracts  than  thofe  which  were  printed  in  his  New 
cftament ;  thefe  more  complete  extracts  were  ufed  by 
Mill,  who  collated  alfo  the  manufcript  from  A6ts  x*  26. 
to  the  end  of  the  epiftles.  Wetftein  procured  another 
copy  of  Sarrau's  extrafts,  ajid  made  himfelf  a  new  col- 
lation in  April  1 73 1. 

193.  Pet.  z,  or  Petavianus  fecundus,  noted  45  in 
the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein*s  N.  T. ,  in  the  third  39, 
in  the  fourth  1 1>  contains  the  Afts,  Epiftles,  and  Reve- 
lation :  but  it  has  the  following  chafms,  i  Cor.  iii.  16 — 
X.  13.  the  whole  epiftle  of  St.  James,  except  the  fourlaft 
verfes,  3  John  9  to  the  end,  and  the  epiftle  of  St.  Jude. 
Sarrau*s  extrafts  from  this  and  the  following  manu- 
fcript, were  ufed  in  the  editions  of  Fell,  Mill,  and  Wet- 
ftein, in  the  manner  above  defcribed, 

194,  Pet.  3,  noted  46  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wet- 
fteih*s  N.  T. ,  in  the  third  40,  in  the  fourth'  1 2,  is  like- 
wife  a  manufcript  of  the  Adls,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation. 
It  was  purchafed  by  Queen  Chri ft ina,  and  after  her  death 
it  camewiththereft  of  her  books  into  the  Vatican  library. 
Wetftein  contends  that  this  is  the  fame  manufcript  as 
that  which  was  frequently  quoted  by  Johannes  Gagnasus, 
.and  which  was  kept  in  his  time  at  St.  Denys;  and  that 
BenKl  therefore  was  guilty  of  a  miftake,  in  quoting 
the  Petavianus  3,  and  the  Dionyfianus  Gagnsei,  as  two 
different  manufcripts^  One  of  the  moft  ftriking  in- 
fiances  of  a  fcholion  obtruded  on  the  text,  is  found 
Adts  i.  12.  where  this  manufcript,  as  an  explanation 

pt  <ra»C£«r8  o^oy,  iniertS  rocmrov  ov  to  ii»s"i'ifJ^Xy  offvu  fvparoy 

l8^«»ov  W£(i7rxr£i¥  IV  0-a£C«Tw,  but  I  am  ignorant  whether 
the  words,  of  which  thefe  are  an  explanation,  are  omitted 

or  not  *^^.    I  Cor.  xi.  25.  c(r«5tK  o^u  vtazu.  h  left  out  in 

this 
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this  manufcript,  an  omiliion  obfervable  in  ho  other  than 
the  fufpefted  Leiceflrenfis.  It  is  the  only  one  which 
omits  Tfftyoiiv,  Heb.  ix.  19.  a  word  which  has  occafioned 
confiderable  difficulty  to  the  commentators,  becaufe 
Mofes  makes  no  aliufion  to  goats;  but  cheomiflion  is  ra-^ 
tified  by  the  authority  of  the  Syriac  and  the  Arabic.  In 
the  Cura^  in  A<$tus  Apoilolorum,  Syriacos  §  xi.  I  have 
taken  notice  of  feveral  other  examples  where  it  coincides 
with  the  Syriac  in  remarkable  readings.  The  Angular 
reading  to  uagairrafAetf  Rom.  v.  18.  is  peculiar  to  the 
Petavianus  3,  the  Augieniis,  and  the  Boernerianus.  It 
is  one  of  the  few  that  liave  tyxaxHfjLtVy  2  Cor.  iv.  i .  which 
I  noticed  at  the  end  of  the  14**"  fedtion  of  the  4'^  chap- 
ter. It  omits  the  fufpicious  paiTage  fAniiu  roinr^v  rnftt¥ 
auT8?,  £1  jbbf),  A<Sts  xxi.  25.  in  conjunction  with  two  manu* 
fcripts  only,  but  the  omiflion  is  fupported  by  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Syriac,  Vulgate,  Coptic,  and  Ethiopic.  In 
fliort,  it  harmonizes  with  evidence  of  great  authority  and 
antiquity,  though  it  is  not  wholly  free  from  blemishes. 

195.  Ravii,  or  Berolinenfis,  noted  no  in  the  firil 
part  of  Wetftein*s  N.  T. ,  but  not  numbered  in  the 
following  parts,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  whole  New 
Teftament.  It  belonged  in  the  laft  century  to  Profeffor 
Rave  of  Upfal,  who  laid  that  he  brought  it  with  him 
from  the  Eaft,  and  that  he  gave  for  it  20P  rix-doUars. 
From  the  hands  of  Rave  it  came,  I  know  not  by  what 
means,  into  the  Eledboral  library  in  Berlin.  Saubertu$ 
fpeaks  of  it  in  the  year  1672,  as  follows:  Manufcriptun 
Nov.  Teft.  pervetuftum  membranaceum.  Uteris  unci- 
alibus  exaratum,  quod  200  imperialibus  emtum  ex  Ori- 
ente  attulit,  et  uti  fama  fert,  Sereniflimi  Eleftoris  Bran« 
denburgici  illuftri  bibliothec®  confecravit  Johannes  Ra- 
vius.  This  is  probably  an  erratum  for  ChriftianusRavius; 
though  it  is  written  in  this  manner  not  only  by  Saubert, 
but,  as  I  was  informed  by  Pappelbaum,  in  a  letter,  dated 
Jan.  21,  1787,  in  the  fubfcription  of  the  manufcript 
itfelf,  confecravit  Johannes  Ravius  Prof.  Ups.  *  Whe- 
ther 

}  John  Rave  was  never  Prdfeflbr  in  VpCtl,  but  ChriftiJin  Rave.    See 
Joc^ier's  Di^onary  of  learaed  men* 
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ther  by  confecravit  is  to  be  underftood,  that  he  fold  it 
for  200  dollars,  as  Dr.  Semler  fuppofes,  or  gave  it  as  a 
prefent  to  the  generous  and  pious  Eledtor,  in  the  hope 
of  being  more  amply  rewarded,  is  a  quefti'on  which  I 
will  not  examine  at  prefent,  Saubert  collated  this  ma- 
nufcript  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  and  printed  the 
extrafts  in  his  Variae  leftiones  textus  Grseci  Evangelii 
S.  Matthaei.  Helmftadii,  1672.  Mill  attempted  in 
vain  to  procure  this  book  ^  we  muft  therefore  not  ex- 
pert to  find  in  his  edition,  the  readings  of  the  Codex 
Ravianus.  Wetftein  has  generally  thought  them  un- 
worthy of  notice,  as  he  confidered  the  whole  manufcript 
as  a  grofs  impofture :  but  in  Bengelii  Apparatus  Criti- 
cus,  we  find  thofe  which  Bengel  felefted  as  worthy  of 
notice ;  it  being  well  known,  that  it  was  the  pradtice  of 
this  critic  to  infert  thofe  readings  only,  which  appeared 
to  him  of  the  moft  importance. 

This  manufcript,  whether  it  be  entitled  to  refpeft  or 
to  contempt,  is  yet  of  fome  confequence  in  critical  and 
dogmatical  theology,  becaufe  it  is  the  fecond  of  the  two 
manufcripts  which -have  i  John  v.  7.  And  whether  it 
be  genuine  or  fpurious,  yet  after  the  ferious  controverfy 
which  has  been  condufted  relative  to  that  text,  it  de- 
ferves  a  more  impartial  examinatioh  than  has  been  hi- 
therto beftowed  on  it,  becaufe  it  contains  one  half  of 
,  the  fum  total  of  the  evidence  iji  favour  of  that  paflage. 
A  fac  fimile  of  its  characters,  reprefenting  i  John  v.  7. 
•may  be  feen  in  the  copper-plate  prefixed  to  Goeze's 
Defence  of  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  Hamburg  1 766, 
-and  another  reprefenting  Matth.  ii.  i.  in  the  third  plate 
of  Trefchow's  Tentamen.  They  are  not  uncial  letters, 
but  nearly  though  not  exaftly  the  fame  with,  thofe  of 
the  Complutenfian  Bible  *^^ 

Saubert  entitles  it,  Manufcriptum  pervetuftum,  a 
name  which  is  likewiie  given  it  by  moft  of  the  advocates 
for  the  paflage  above-mentioned  ;  fome  afcribing  to  it 
an  antiquity  of  500/"  ears,  others  going  fo  far  as  to 
make  it  a  1000  years  old.  But  the  very  learned  and 
fegacious  La  Croze,  vvho  being  Librarian  in  Bedin,  had 

this 

*  See  §  1405  of  his  Prolegomena, 
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(his  manufcript  frequently  in  his  hands,  and  was  able  to 
examine  the  fubject  with  the  utmoll  precifion, maintains 
that  it  is  the  work  of  an  impoftor,  written  long  after 
the  invention  of. printing,  even  fo  late  as  the  feventeenth 
century,  and  copied  from  the  Complutenfian  Bible.  He 
relates,  that  even  the  errors  of  the  prefs  are  copied  in 
the  manufcript,  and  that  the  impofition  betrays  itfelf  by 
the  chalk,  which  is  ftill  vifible  on  the  parchment,and  the 
pale  ink"^,  which  was  purpofely  chofcn  to  give  it  an  air 
of  antiquity.     This  was  written  by  a  man  who  was  no 
enemy  to  the  doftrine  of  the  Trinity;  he  exprefles  hin> 
felf  in  the  fame  manner  in  his  letters  to  Bengel  and 
Wetftein,  to  which  thefe  critics  appeal ;  likewife  in  his 
letter  to  Achard,  which  is  the  firft  in  the  colledion  en- 
titled Thefaurus  epiftolicus  La  Crozianus ;  alfo  in  his 
letter  to  Emlyn,  which  is  printed  in  Semler's  colledion 
of  Criticifms,  relative  to  paffages  in  Scripture  alleged  in 
proof  of  doctrines,  P^rt  I.  p.  312"^;  and  laftly,  in  a 
letter  to  a  friend  of  David  Martin,  which  letter  Martin 
printed.     Martin,  though  by  no  means  a  profound  cri- 
tic, advanced  arguments  in  favour  oS.  this  manufcript  in 
his  Verite  du  Texte,  i  Jean  v.  7.  which  deferve  exami- 
nation.    Mifly  anfvvered  them  in  the  Journal  Britan- 
nique  1753,  Mai  et  Juin,  and  Semler  likeiwife  con- 
demned this  manufcript  in  his  Colleftion  of  criticifms, 
publiflied  in  1764;  but  Goeze  fupported  it  in  his  De- 
fence of  the  Complutenfian  Bible.     The  hiftory  of  this 
controverfy  1  related  more  at  large  in  the  third  edition 
of  this  Introduction,  where  I  mentioned  the  arguments 
advanced  on  both  fides  of  the  queftion,    but  I  omit 
them  at  prefent,  not  only  becaufe  they  take  up  too 
much  room,  but  becaufe  the  queftion  is  now  depided""*'. 
It  cannot  be  denied,  that  La  Croze  and  De  Miffy  intro- 
duced fo  much  fatire  and  ridicule  in  their  replies  to 
Martin,  that  they  diminilhcd  the  confidence  which  the 
public  would  otherwife  have  placed  in  their  aflertions^ 
and  though  they  contended  that  tlie  errata  of  the  Com- 
plutenfian 

^  Atramentum  pallidum  de  indudria  adhibitum,    ut  nimirum  anti- 
Stuitatem  fclicius  mentiretur.    Thef.  epift.  torn.  11 1,  p.  2« 
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plutenfian  Bible  were  copied  in  this  manufcript,  they 
produced  no  examples  in  proof;  we  had  therefore  very 
infufficient  documents  for  a  decifion  on  this  fubjeft, 
the  only  extrads,  which  had  been  given,  being  thofe 
6f  Saubert  from  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  and  even 
in  thefe  we  could  place  no  perfeft  confidence.  In  the 
third  edition,  therefore,  I  expreffed  my  doubts  on  this 
manufcript,  but  addeji,  *  there  is  a  mode .  of  deter- 
mining, from  the  very  charafters  of  the  manufci^pt, 
whether  it  be  genuine  or  not,  a  mode  on  which  no 
man  has  thought,  in  confequence  of  the  warmth 
which  both  parties  have  difplayed,  in  relation  to  the 
controverted  paflage,  i  John  v.  7.  Namely,  it  is  ne- 
ceffary  to  examine,  whether  the  charafters  are  uni- 
formly the  fame  throughout,  or  whether  they  are  IlifF 
in  the  beginning,  and  more  current  toward  the  end. 
In  the  latter  cafe,  we  may  conclude  that  a  modern  im- 
poftor  attempted  to  imitate  the  types  of  the  Compflu- 
tum  edition.' 

This  examination  has  been  made  by  Pappelbaum, 
and  his  Inquiry  into  the  Codex  Ravianus***,  publifhed 
at  Berlin  in  1785,  has  put  an  end  to  the  controverfy,  by 
proving  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  whole  is  an  impofture, 
and  that  the  manufcript  is  a  mere  copy  of  the  Complu- 
tenfian  Bible.  He  has  carefully  collated  feveral  books 
of  the  New  Teftament,  and  produced  many  Examples 
where  they  coincide,  even  in  the  utmoft  minutise  of 
the  errors  of  the  prefs**\  He  relates  alfo,  that  the 
hand  is  not  uniformly  the  fame  throughout ;  that  in 
the  beginning  of  the  manufcript,  the  refemblance  of 
its  letters  to  thofe  of  the  Gomplutum  Bible  is  greater, 
than  towards  the  end,  wher'e  the  copyift  appears  to 
have  written  in  greater  hafte ;"  that  in  the  firft  part 
they  not  only  are  ftiff  and  formal,  but  likewife  fmaller, 
fo  that  the  number  of  lines  in  each  page,  which  at  the 
commencement  amounted  to  twenty-four,  is  reduced 
towards  the  clofe  even  to  twenty-one.  Pappelbaum 
has  obferved  at  the  lame  time,  that  a  very  ftriking 
vdifFerence  is  fometimes  vifible  between  the  two  texts ; 
but  thefe  deviations  arofe  not  from  accident,  but 
from  defign,  and  were  made  with  a  view  of  concealing 
<^  -the 
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the  impofture,  for  they  are  not  to  be  difcoVered  in  fcat- 
tered  paffages  throughout  the  whole  work,  but  only  in 
fome  few  fingle  places,  where  error  is  heaped  on  error, 
as  Rev.  vi.  7,  8.  for  inftance,  in  which  two  verfes  alone 
are  not  lefs  than  fix  various  readings.  Griefbach  has 
treated  of  this  manufcript  in  his  Symbols,  p.  clxxx— 
cxcii,  where  he  obferves  that  the  impoftor  has  taken  al- 
moft  all  his  various  readings  from  the  margin  of  Ste^ 
phen's  edition,  with  exception  to  thirteen,  which  are 
evident  errata. 

More  n^ay  be  feen  on  this  fubjedt  in  the  New  Orient, 
Bibl.  Vol.  I.  p.  I — 20.  where  I  have  reviewed  Pappel- 
baum's  work.  It  is  true  that  this  manufcript  has  found 
a  new  advocate  in  Mr.  Travis,  in  his  Letters  to  Gibbon, 
publiftied  in  1785,  but  he  is  a  moft  partial  advocate^ 
having  never  feen  the  manufcript  itfelf,  and  having  no 
further  knowledge  of  the  fubjeft,  than  the  intelligence, 
which  he  received  from  Berlin,  of  which  he  printed  only 
fo  much  as  bed  fuited  his  own  purpofe.  See  the  New 
Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.11,  p.  152 — 156. 

Enough,  and  more  than  enough,  has  been  here  (aid 
of  a  manufcript,  that  is  a  mere  impofture***.  Let  it  be 
confidered  in  future  as  having  no  critical  exiftence,  and 
never  quoted  in  fupport  of  i  John  v.  7. 

196 — 220.  The  following  manufcripts  are  entitled 
Codices  Regii,  agreeably  tb  the  ufage  of  the  French  lan- 
guage, becaufe  they  are  preferved  in  the  royal  library  in 
Paris,  whence  they  are  fome  times  called  Parifienfes* 
Many  of  tliem  were  ufed  by  Stephens,  in  his  edition  of 
the  New  Teftament,  and  thefe  are  quoted  under  the 
titles  Sthephani  ^,  Stephani  »|3,  &c.  Of  thefe  I  (hall  take 
no  notice  in  the  defcription  of  the  Codices  St?phanici, 
becaufe  I  include  them  here  under  the  Codices  Regii. 
Thefe  latter,  that  the  reader  may  more  eafily  find  them 
in  other  works,  I  will  arrange  according  to  the  numbers, 
by  which  they  were  noted  in  the  royal  library  in  the  time 
of  Wetftein,  and  by  which  he  himfelf  has  noted  them. 
But  Wetftein,  though  he  has  himfelf  examined  them, 
has  in  fome  cafes  limply  followed  Le  Long,  as  he  ac- 
knowledges 
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knowledges  p.  40.  of  the  firft  edition  of  his  Prolego- 
mena, publiflied  in  1730.  At  prefent,  they  are  noted 
in  the  royal  library  by  different  numbers,  which  I  will 
likewife  add,  as  they  were  communicated  to  me  by  Mr. 
Fleifcher,  a  Norwegian,  and  formerly  one  of  my  pupils,. 
•to  whom  I  am  indebted  for  a  more  accurate  defcription 
of  thefe  manufcripts  \  He  commenced  his  literary  tra- 
vels, of  which  the  libraries  in  Paris  were  a  principal  ob- 
jcd,  at  the  very  time  when  I  was  engaged  in  the  publi- 
cation of  the  fecond  edition  of  this  Introdudiion.  1  fent 
him  therefore  the  firft  fheets  that  were  printed  off,  with 
a  propofal  of  many  queftions  relative  to  the  Godices  Re-r 
gii;  his  anfwers  I  could  communicate  at  that  time  only 
in  the  preface,  but  they  are  here  arranged  under  each 
feparat6  article. 

,  196.  Regius  1869",  noted  19  in  the  firfV  part  of 
Wetilein's  N.  T.,  contains,  according  to  Wetftein,  the 
four  Gofpels.  He  appeals  to  Simon,  who  examined  this 
manufcript,  for  the  ftory  of  the  adultrefs  in  the  eighth 
chapter  of  St.  John  :  but  this  is  related  by  Simon,  in 
the  thirteenth  chapter  of  his  Hiftoire  critique  du  Texte 
du  Nouveau  Teftament,  from  which  it  appears  that  the 
manufcript  is  a  catena  patrum  on  the  four  Gofpels  **^ 
No  further  extrads  have  been  made  from  it,  wherefore 
it  is  no  otherwife  entitled  to  a  place  in  this  catalogue, 

than 

'  The  following  is  an  extraft  of  his  letter,  dated  Dec.  i6'^,  1764. 
*  The  manurcripts  are  arranged  not  according  to  the  ancient  numbers, 
but  according  to  thofe  which  are  given  them  in  the  printed  catalogue : 
but  there  is  in  the  library  a  written  catalogue,  in  which  the  new  numbers 
have  been  added.  There  is  no  manufcript,  in  which  ^e  find  not  two  or 
more  ancient  numbers,  according  to  the  different  arrangements,  which 
have  taken  place  at  different  times.  This  is  the  reafon  that  feveral  ma' 
nufcripts  have  the  fame  number,  which  fubfequent  librarians  have  endea- 
voured to  diftinguifti,  by  the  addition  of  the  cyphers  i.  ».  3,  &c.  inllead 
of  denoting  them  by  a  totally  new  number.  The  fame  number  has  been 
likewife  given  to  feveral  of  thefe  manufcripts,  through  the  forgetfulnefs 
of  the  perfon  who  noted  them ;  thefe  again  are  diflinguiflied  by  the  ad* 
dition  of  the  cyphers  i.  »,   &c. 

.  ™  This  is  the  only  ancient  number  which  Fleifcher  was  unable  to  £iidi 
J  kjiow  not  therefore  by  wliat  number  it  is  at  prtfent  noted. 
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than  as  Wetftein  has  taken  it  into  his  pwn,  and  denoted 
it  by  a  number.  The  fame  may  be  faid  of  many  other 
Codices  llegii,  whic  a  Wetftein  has  admitted  into  his 
catalogue  for  no  other  reafon,  than  becaufe  Simon  has 
quoted  them  for  John  viii.  But  he  would  have  adlcd 
more  properly,  if  he  had  not  numbered  thofe  which  he 
quotes  in  onPy  a  lingle  inftance,  and  he  would  have  been 
the  more  juftifiable,  as  he  has  not  numbered  in  his  Pro- 
legomena the  Codices  Regii  1884  and  2863,  though  he 
has  quoted  them  on  the  fame  occafion,  p.  148*"**.  I 
fliall  fay  nothing  more  then  of  fuch  manufcripts,  thart 
that  Simon  quotes  them  for  John  viii.  from  which  it  is 
to  be  underflood,  that  they  have  been  no  further  exa- 
mined. 

197.  Regius  1 88 1, at  prefent  54,  noted  16  in  the  firft 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  a  Greek-Latin  ^  manufcript  of 
the  four  Gofpels,  written  in  the  fourteenth  century.  Its 
Latin  text  is  the  Vulgate.   Wetftein  collated  it  in  1715.^ 

198.  Regius  1883,  noted  20  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  with  a  catena 
patrum,  which  Simon  quotes  John  viii.  It  is  noted  at 
prefent  188**". 

199.  Regius  1886,  at  prefent  219,  noted  16  in  the 
fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  12,  in  the 
fourth  4,  contains  the  A6ts,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation*^. 
The  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  is  placed  between  theepiftle 
to  the  Theflalomans  and  that  to  Timothy.  Some  critics 
have  referred  this  manufcript  to  the  tenth  century,  but 
Wetftein,  who  collated  it  in  1715,  fuppofes  it  to  be 
more  modern. 

200.  Regius  2241,  noted  18  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's N.  T.  Wetftein  defcribes  it  as  quatuor  Evan- 
gelia  continens,  and  he  fays  it  is  one  of  thofe  which 
Simon  quotes  John  viii.     But  neither  in  the  thirteenth 

chapter 

»  Fleifcher  relates  that  there'  are  many  chafms  in  the  Latin  verfion, 
for  inftance  Mark  xi.  14.  The  whole- Gofpel  of  St.  Luke  is  wanting, 
except  the  three  firft  verfes,  and  ch.  v.  21,  22,  23.  In  the  Gofpel  of 
St,  John  it  goes  no  further  than  ch.  xii.  17.  The  Greek  text  is  likewiie 
defeftive,  from  Mark  xvi.  14.  to  the  end  of  that  Gofpel  w. 
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chapter  of  Simon,  nor  among  Wetftein*s  various  read- 
ings to  John  viii.  have  I  been  able  to  difcover  a  Codex 
Regius  with  this  number,  nor  is  it  mentioned  by  Le 
Long.  Perhaps  it  is  a  miftake  for. 244 1 ,  which  Le  Long, 
p.  1 80.  defcribes  **°  as  containing  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John, 
ivith  a  catena  patrum  *. 

201.  Regitis  2242,  at  prefent  49,  Stephani  Codex^, 
noted  8  in  the  fecond  part  '  of  WetAein's  N.  T.,  con- 
tains the  whole  of  the  New  Teftament,  except  the  Re- 
velation. Wetftein  remarks,  that  Stephens  could  not 
have  collated  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  as  he  has  never 
quoted  in  that  book  his  Codex  ^. 

I  (hall  fpare  my  readers  probably  fome  trouble,  by 
.  taking  notice  of  a  miftake,  which  has  expofed  me  to 
much  difficulty  and  doubt  relative  to  this  manufcript, 
of  which  I  am  unable  however  to  give  a  complete  folu- 
tion.  I  had  formerly  defcribed  it  as  one  manufcript,  re- 
lying on  the  authority  of  Mill  and  Le  Long,  from 
whom  Wetftein  has  generally '  taken  the  numbers,  by 
which  the  Codices  Regii  are  noted  in  the  royal  library. 
l#e  Long  fays,  in  his  Bibliotheca  facra  *",  Tom.  L  p.  178. 
Quatuor  E  vangelia,  epiftolsePaulijCt  canonical  %  Grace: 
codex  membranaceus,  quo  ufus  eft  Stephanus,  quem- 

que 

•  The  following  is  the  anfwcr  which  Fleifcher  gave  to  my  Query. 
*  Codex  2241  is  noted  at  prefent  47.  At  the  beginning  is  fhick  a  paper, 
on  which  the  .old  number  is  written :  where  we  find  2241,  but  it  is  eafy 
to  difcover  that  2242  was  the  original  number,  uniefs  we  fuppofe  tliat 
an  erratum  had  taken  place.  It  contains  the  four  Gofpels,  the  A6ls, 
and  the  catholic  epiilles,  and  all  the  epifUes  of  St.  PauV,  in' the  ufbal 
order.  The  three  lall  verfes  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans  are  wanting* 
Then  follow  two  Synaxaria,  and  laft  of  all  the  book  of  Revelation  *5», 
I  have  twice  examined  the  whole  nianufeript,  in  order  to  be  more  cer- 
tain. The  manufcript,  quoted  by  Le  Long  as  Codex  244!,  which  at 
prefent  is  noted  209,  contains  only  feveral  ancient >commentaries  on  St. 
John.' , 

P  In  the  third  part  it  is  not  noted. 

9  In  the  Journal  des  Scavans  for  1720^  p.  650:  Le  Long  enumcrat«|s 
among  the  catholic  epiftles,  only  thofe  of  St.  James,  St.  Peter,  and  the 
firft  of  St.  John.  It  appears  therefore  that  the' fecond  and  third  epif- 
tles of  St.  John,  with  that  of  St.  Jude,  are  wanting.    . 
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que  litera  ^  notavit.  Bibl.  Reg.  2242.  But  Wetftein 
divides  Stephen's  ieventh  manufcript  into  two,  to  one 
of  which  he  fays  the  number  2241  belongs,  to  the  other 
2242.  For  in  his  firft  part  he  fays,  codex  Stephani  ^, 
Regius  2242  Evangelia  continet,and  in  his  fecondpart, 
Stephani  ^,  Regius  2241,  continet  A6ta,  epiftolas  cano- 
nicas  et  Paulinas.  Afta  tamen  a  Stephano  collata  non 
funt.  Whether  Wetftein  or  Le  Long  is  miftaken,  I 
am  unable  to  determine,  but  Wetftein,  in  the  edition 
of  his  Prolegomena  prefixed  to  his  Greek  Teftament, 
contradifts  what  he  had  faid  in  the  firft  edition  of  them, 
where  he  writes,  p.  39.  Codex  Regius  2242  continet 
Evangelia,  epiftolas  Pauli,  Jacobi,  Petri,  et  Johannis 
primam  (therefore  not  all  the  catholic  epiftles)  Ste- 
phano eft  ^.  Unde  vero  Millius  compererit  etiam  Afta 
Apoftolorum  ut  perhibet  in  eodem  codice  comprehenfa 
eiSe,  cum  apud  ipfum  Stephanum  nullum  ejus  rei  fit 
indicium,  fateor  me  ignorare.  I  requefted  Fleifchcr 
therefore  to  examine  this  fubjedt  himfelf,  anjd  the  an- 
fwer  which  he  ^ve  me  is  the  following:  Codex  2242, 
in  which  th^  number  is  very  differently  written' at  the 
beginning,  at  prefent  noted  49,  contains  the  Canoncs 
evangeliorum,  and  the  epiftola  Eufebii  ad  Carpianum, 
to  which  are  added  the  four  Gofpels.  On  the  outfide 
of  the  volume  is  written  lyj^yyiXiov  a,  and  in  fcveral 
places  the  letter  H,  with  a  crown  over  it.  An  error 
therefore  has  been  committed  by  thofe  \vho  have  de- 
fcribed  this  manufcript,  both  in  refpeft  to  the  number 
by  which  it  is  noted,  and  likewife  in  refpeft  to  its  con- 
tents*''. 

202.  Regius  2243,  at  prefent  51,  Kiifter's  Parif.  2, 
and  noted  M  in  the.  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a 
manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  which  was  given  by  the 
Abbe  Fran9ois  de  Camps  ^'^.  A  fac  fimile  of  its  cha- 
rafters  may  be  feen  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  quadru- 
plex,  P.  I.  in  the  fifth  plate,  annexed  to  page  492.  Se- 
veral remarks  are  made  in  it,  both  in  Ruffian  and  Arabic, 
which  fhew  that  it  was  during  fbrae  time  in  the  Eaft. 
Montfaucon  places  it  in  the  tenth  century,  Le  Long  in 
the  ninth,  in  the  Cur«  in,A6tus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos, 

§  xi. 
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§  xi.  I  have  remarked  the  coincidence  of  its  readings 
with  thofe  of  the  Syriac  verfion.  Ki'ifter  has  added  ex- 
trafts  from  it  to  Mill's  edition. 

203.  Regius  2244',  at  prefent  *  50,  Kiifter*s  Parif.  6, 
noted  13  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.T.,  a  manu- 
fcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  which,  though  not  more  an- 
cient probably  than  the  thirteenth  century,  is  ofvery  great 
importance.  It  has  the  following  chafms,  Matth.  i.  i — 
ii.  21.  xxvi.  33 — 53.  xxvii.  26 — xxviii.  10.  Mark  i.  2.. 
to  the  end  of  the  chapter,  and  John  xxi.  2.  to  the  end 
of  the  G  cipel.  It  has  been  moft  accurately  defcribed  by 
Grie(bach,  in  his  Symbolse,  p.  cliv-^—clxiv.  whofe  ac- 
count I  (hall  follow,  both  in  this  and  the  following  ma* 
nufcript*^*^.  Kiifter  gave  extracts  of  this  nianulcript, 
which  Wetftein  borrowed  from  him,  but  according  to 
GriefKach  they  are  very  incomplete,  for  he  difcovered  in 
thofe  parts  which  he  collated,  not  lefs  than  600  readings 
omitted  by  Kiifter,  and  inferted  them  in  his  New  XeC- 
lament,  and  SymboUe  criticae.  Properly  fpeaking.  Grief- 
bach  collated  only  three  chapters,  Matth.  xiii,xiv,  xv- 
the  reft,  as  he  lays  himfelf,  only  curforily,  and  majiy 
paflages,  from  the  end  of  St.  Luke^s  Gofpel  throughout 
the  remaining  part  of  the  manufcript,  he  totally  negledt- 
ed.  At  the  fame  time  he  exprefles  a  wifti,  to  which  I 
give  my  hearty  aflent,  that  the  whole  manufcript  might 
be  completely  and  exadlly  collated.  It  is  in  my  opinion 
of  great  importance,  becaufe  it  is  frequently  in  favour 
of  readings,  which  are  fupportcd  by  the  feweft  manu- 
fcripts,  and  are  yet  entitled  to  the  preference  \  for  in- 
flance  xTiKrcc-S-f,  Luke  xxi.  19.  Wetftein  hasobferved, 
that  it  frequently  coincides  With  the  Leiceftrenfis,  and  I 
remember  to  have  found  among  his  various  readings, 
the  numbers  13  and  69  fo  often  together^  that  by  an  af« 
fociation  of  ideas,  the  one  naturally  excites  the  other.  I 

*  will 

'  The  reader  muft  not  fuppofe  that  the  number  2244,  ^^'ch  occurs 
twice,  is  a  miftake,  for  the  fame  number  is  found  in  two  manufcripts, 
which  are  diftinguiftied  by  the  addition  of  the  cyphers  i.  2.  as  I  was  in* 
formed  by  Fleifcher,  whofe  account  is  confirmed  by  that  of  Gnefbach  **5, 

^  Not  55,  as  I  had  written  by  miftake  iji  the  third  editipn. 
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will  mention  only  one  ihftance,  Mark  xv.  36.  where 
they  both  agree  in  a  reading,  which  feems  to  be  only 
an  uncertain  conjefture.  Griefbach  has  confirmed  this 
agreement  by  many  examples,  but  he  has  likewife  pro-* 
duced  inftances  in  which  they  vary.  He  found  alfo  that 
this  manufcript  harmonizes  in  a  very  eminent  manner 
with  the  quotations  of  Origen,  which  he  has  accurately 
collated  :  he  refers  it  therefore  to  the  Alexandrine  edi- 
tion, though  he  fays  that  it  has  a  certain  mixture  of  the 
Weftern.  To  the  arguments  alleged  by  Griefbach  re- 
fpeding  its  edition,  may  be  added  the  following,  which 
is  very  decifive :  it  is  the  only  manufcript  which  has  the 
addition  xat  x^oeJ^^/acv  a^^ao-d'at  aurs,  John  xx.  16.  which 
is  expreffed  in  the  New  Syriac,  or  Philoxenian  verfion, 
that  was  publiftied  at  Alexandria. 

204.  Regius  2244  *,  at  prefent  55,  noted  17  in  the 
firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gofpels, 
with  a  Latin  verfion,  and  was  written  in  the  fifteenth 
century.  That  it  has  a  Latin  verfion,  is  afferted  by  Le 
Long,  p.  1 80.  but  the  filence  of  Wetftein  on  this  fub- 
jed  made  it  a  matter  of  doubt  *",  till  Griefbach  had 
examined  the  manufcript,  who  relates  that  the  Latin  text 
was  written  earlier  than  the  Greek,  and  tlmt  they  fre- 
quently differ  from  each  other.  Here  then  the  Greek 
text  cannot  have  been  corrupted  from  the  Latin.  Wet- 
ftein examined  this  manufcript,  but  Griefbach  fays, 
pafTim  tantum  infpexerat :  this  latter  critic  has  given 
more  extrafts  from  it,  but  has  not  regularly  collated  the 
whole  manufcript,  though  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  de- 
fences a  new  coUation.  It  is  one  of  thofe,  to  which  the 
edition  of  Colinseus  has  a  great  refemblance.  According 
to  Wetflein,  it  was  written  by  Jerom  of  Sparta,  who  was 
during  fome  time  Greek  ProfefTor  in  Paris,  and  the  pre- 
ceptor of.Reuchlin  and  Budaeus.  It  is  true  that  Grief- 
bach could  difcover  no  account  of  Jerom  as  the  tran- 
fcriber,  yet  the  relatipn  of  Wetftein  may  very  pofiibly 
be  true. 

.205.  Regius 

•  Se«  Note  ('). 
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205.  Regius  2248,  at  pircfent  56,  noted  51  in  the 
third  part  of  Wetflein's  N.T.,  amanufcript  of  the  ca- 
tholic epiftles,  thofe  of  St.  Paul^  the  Afts  of  the  Apof- 
tles,  and  the  book  of  Revelation  S  written  by  Jerom  of 
Sparta,  quoted  by  Simon  for  1  John  v.  7.  as  an  evidence 
againft  that  paffage. 

206.  Regius  2860,  at  prefent  68,  noted  21  in  the 
firft  part  of  Wetftcin's  N.  T.,  contains  the  four  Gof- 
pels,  and  is  quoted  by  Simon  on  the  ftory  of  the  adul- 
terefs,  John  viii. 

207.  Regius  2861",  at  prelent  62,  Stephani  n,  noted 
L  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the 
four  Gofpels,  with  the  following  chafms,  Matth.  iv,  21 
— V,  14.  xxviii,  17.  to  the  end  of  the  Gofpel.  Markx, 
17 — 30.  XV,  10 — 20.  John  xxi,  15.  to  the  end.  Mill 
fays,  that  it  muft  contain  likewife  the  Afts,  or  at  le^ft 
fome  of  the  laft  chapters,  becaufe  Stephens  quotes  his 
Codex  u  five  times  in  this  book.  Yet  it  is  certain  that 
this  book  is  not  contained  in  the  manufcript,  as  appears 
from  the  evidence  both  of  Fleifcher  and  Lcfs  *^^,  and 
the  quotations,  to  which  Mill  alludes,  were!  mere  errata 
in  the  edition  of  Stephens.  Befide  thofe  writers,  which 
have  given  a  general  account  of  the-  manufcripts  of  the 
New  Teftament,  the  reader  will  find  an  excellent  ac- 
countr  of  this  in  particular,  drawn  up  by  Dr.  Lefs, 
and  inferted  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  IX.  p.  144 — 147. 
Grielbach  has  given  a  ftill  more  accurate  account  of  it 
in  hi»  Symbols,  p.  Ixvi — cxli.  of  which  I  have  giiven  an 
abftraft  in  the  New  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  II.  p.  24 — 29  ***. 

Simon  believed  this  to  be  the  moft  ancient  of  all  the 
Codices  Regii,  and  Wetftein  went  fo  far  as  to  fuppofc, 
that  it  was  one  of  thofe  which  wtere  collated  by  Thomas 

of 

■ 

• 

*  This  account  is  given  by  Le  Long,  p.  i8i.  It  is  true  t^at  Wetftein 
makes  no  mention  of  the  Revelation,  but  this  book  is  really  contained  in 
the  manufcript,  though,  according  to  FJeifcher*s  account,  the  eight  laft 
verfes  are  wanting^s^.  xhe  fame  may  be  faid  of  the  thfee  laft  verfes  of 
the  epiftle  to  the  Romans.    See  ch.  vi.  feft.  lo.  of  this  Introduftion. 

«  The  fi^re  2361,  in  the  Journal  desu  Scavans  1720,  muft  be  an  erra- 
tum, for  it  appears  from  Fleifcher's  account,  that  the  manufcript  noted 
2361  contains  only  l;hc  writings  of  Chryfoftom. 
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of  Heraclea,  in  the  feventh  century,  for  the  New  Syriac 
verfion.  But  that  this  conjeAurc  is  wholly  without 
foundation,  appears  from  Ridley's  Diflertation  on  the 
Syriac  verfions^*.  But  however  great  the  antiquity,  to 
which  this  manufcript  may  lay  claim,  yet  Mill  enter- 
tained a  very  indifferent  opinion  of  the  accuracy  of  its 
text,  and  Wetftein  contended  that  it  latinized.  Now 
I  have  frequently  found  it  to  coincide  with  the  old  Latin 
verfions,  in  oppofition  to  the  Greek  text,  and  alfo  with 
the  Syriac  verfion,  of  which  I  have  given  examples  in 
the  Cura?  \n  AAus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  §  xi.  p.  187. 
But  I  have  obferved'',  on  the  other  hand,  an  example 
of  coincidence  with  the  Coptic  verfion,  Lukexxiv%  17. 
in  an  evident  corre<5tion  of  the  text,  which  is  found  in 
no  other  manufcript :  and  Luke  xxiii.  42.  it  has,  in 
conjunftion  with  the  Coptic  and  the  Vulgate,  £if  m^ 
^KfnXuctv  cs,  inftead  of  sv  rn  /3a&<riA£t«  <r2{.  To  this  may 
be  added,  that  Griefbach  has  found  no  manufcript  fliat 
harmonizes  in  a  greater  degree  with  the  Alexandrine 
edition,  and  efpecially  with  the  readings  of  Origen. 
Hence  it  follows,  that  this  manufcript  cannot  have  been 
altered  from  the  Latin.  It  appears  rather  to  contain  a. 
rhapfody  of  readings^  unlefs  we  have  recourfe  to  the  hy- 
pothefis,  that  it  contains  a  very  great  number  of  ancient 
readings,  which  we  find  fcattered  in  different  manu- 
fcripts,  and  different  verfions.  Griefbach,  who  has  ex- 
amined it'  the  mofl  accurately,  conjectures  that  the 
copyift  made  ufe  of  feveral  manufcripts,  and  that  he 
fometimes  corredted  the  readings  of  one,  from  thofe  of 
another.  See  his  Symbolse,  p.  Ixx.  To  enable  the 
reader  to  judge  for  himfelf,  I  will  fubjoin  a  few  of  its 
eharafteriftic  readings. 

M^th.  xxii.  16.  it  has  x«yo>T«c  for  ;^«yoyT£f,  which, 
feems  to  be  an  evident  grammatical  corredtion  :  but  it 
is  Ukewife  found  in  the  Codex  Colbertinus  6043. 

Mark  xi.  8.  it  is  the  only  manufcript  that  has  ay^ta^ 
for  inffgcauy  which  is  undoubtedly  a  falfe,  though  very 
ancient  Alexandrine  reading.  I  tall  it  Alexandrine,  be- 

caufe 

.  w  Ch.  vi.  fc^.  13. 
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caufc  it  is  found  not  only  in  the  Coptic  verfion,  but  iir 
the  New  Syriac  *^,  whieh  was  publilhed  at  Alexandria, 
and  correfted  from  Alexandrine  manufcriptS; 

Liike  iii.  i.  iit  has  a  very  remarkable  reading.     The 

common  t^Xt  is  $'iA»?nr8  Si  t«  a^iX^a  «ut«  T€TJapp^«i/rof  m^ 

TiT^x^^avroty  where  the  laft  rfrj «f;^irt/Toj  appears  to  me  to 
bs  fpurious,  for  Lyfanias  was  no  longer  alive  at  that 
time,  and  the  city,  which  was  formerly  called  after  his 
name,  Abila  Lyfania*,  and  afterwards  oiKog  Z#ikoJ»f»,  be* 
longed  to  Philip.  See  Jofephi  Antiquit.xv.  lo.-  i.  xvii^ 
II.  4.  I  would  therefore  explain  the  paflage,  '  While 
Philip  v<^as  Tetrarch'  of  Itur^ea,  Trachonitis,  and  the 
Abilene  of  Lyfanias  **\'  The  fufpicious  word  rfrfaj- 
;^akTa9,  at  the  end  of  the  fentence,  is  omitted  in  this 
manufcript  alooe,  and,  wh^t  is  a  lingular  circumftance, 
we  find  the  two  firft  letters  TE,but  not  the  following*^,, 
as  if  the  tranfcriber  had  begun  to  write  the  word,  but 
had  defiftedj  in  confequence  of  having  found  i-n  another 
manxifcript,  that  the  word  was  omitted.  Luke  x.  42.  it 
has  a  reading  which  is  moft  probably  genuine,  though 
fupported  by  the  authority  of  only  a  few  manufcripts^^V 
cXiyoovft  ifs  ;^fi««>  yi  £vo9,  which  cannot  be  termed  a  la-; 
tinizing  reading,  as  it  is  found  in  Origen,  in  the  Syriac^ 
and  in  the  Coptic  verfions,  and  the  whole  paflage  is 
omitted  infeveral  of  the  old  Latin  verfions.  Luke  xi- 
2 — 4.  it  is  one  of  tl>e  few,  in  which  the  Lord's  Prayer 
is  written  without  the  interpolation  from  St.  Matthew's 
Gofpel**^.  Luke  xi.  41.  it  is  the  only  manufcript  that 
has,  oFra  for  £>o^Ta,  but  I  have  obferved  it  in  the  Syriac, 
-and  fome  of  the  old  Latin  verflons**^  Luke  xxiii.  .45^ 
it  is  the  only  one  of  thofe  manufcripts,  which  contain 
the  four  Gofpels  complete- (for  in  the  Leftionaria  this 
reading  is  very  frequent)  where  we  find  m  nXm  ix^iniroiroff 
a  reading  which  is  undoubtedly  falfe,  though  fo  ancient 
as  to  have  been  quoted  by  Origen**'*.  Luke  xxiii.  42. 
it  has,  in  C0^njun<9:ion  with  the  Coptic  and  the  Vulgate, 
i»?  Tur  (3aa-tAf*aii  «•»,  which  is  undoubtedly,  a  correftionr 
but  not  neceflarily  from  the  Latin. 

John 
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John  i.  18.  it  is  one  of  tho(e  two  manufcripts  which 
alone  have  /xovoyivu?  ^to^^  b,  reading  of  fome  importance, 
and  confirmed  by  the  quotations  of  the  moft  ancient 
fathers^  as  well  as  by  the  Syriac  and  the  Coptic  ver- 
iions*^.  John  xiii.  2.  it  is  the  only  manufcript  that  lias 
iitirvH  ytvofAsyHy  *  while  the  iupper  was  preparing.'  My 
rcafons  for  preferring  this  reading  will  be  given  in  my 
notes  to  St.  John's  Gofpcl :  it  is  a  reading,  which  throws 
a  light  on  a  whole  paflage,  which  moft  commentators 
have  found  obfcure. 

Wetftein  obferves,  that  the  tranfcriber  has  difplayed 
an  *  ingenium  luxurians,'  that  is,  he  has  ventured  very 
bold  conjectures*  Dt.  Lefs  pbferves,  that  he  could  dif- 
cover  no  marks  of  it  in  this  manufcript,  but  that  the 
copyift  appears  to  have  been  extremely  ignorant.  Now 
I  believe  that  both  critics  are  in  the  right :  for  the  writer 
of  this  manufcript,  who  has  been  guilty  of  nymberlefs 
orthographical  errors,  which  Lefs  has  obferved,  and 
Griefbach,  p.  Ixviii,  Ixix.  has  confirmed  by  very  con- 
vincing examples,  might  have  copied  from  a  more  an- 
cient manufcript,  in  which  thefe  bold  conjectures  had 
been  already  made. 

If  the  tranfcriber  made  ufe  of  feveral  maniafcripts, 
from  which  he  feleCted  readings,  it  follows  that  either 
he  himfelf,  or  the  writer  of  one  of  the  more  ancient  ma- 
nufcripts, was  a  man  of  learning.  Now  Wetftein  has 
fupported  his  charge  by  not  a  fingle  example,  and  Grief- 
bach  relates,  p.  Ixxv — ^Ixxviii.  that  he  could  difcover 
none.  I  have  obferved  indeed  critical  conjedtures,  which 
I  cannot  always  approve,  but  no  proofs  of  a  '  luxurians 
ingenium/  In  my  opinion,  therefore,  it  is  one  of  our 
moft  valuable  manufcripts. 

Stephens  was  the  firft  who  collated  it,  but  he  printed 
only  9,  part  of  his  extrafts.  Beza  publiftied,  from  the 
written  papers  of  Stephens,  forty  readings  which  that 
critic  had  left  unprinted,  among  which  the  following 
long  interpolation  deferves  attention.  Mark  xvi.S.  after 

«^o6«VTo  yaf ,  it  has  -Trai/ra  Si  rx  TrajtiyyAjiAfifa  to*^  ttij *  tcw 

U    2  aiTQ 
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^  a^d'a^Top  X9)^uy/u«  tiff  ai»yijr  ff8in7t^i«(«  But  Stephens  is 
exculabJe,  becaufe  this  addition  is  carefully  feparawd 
from  the  text,*  Wetftein  collated  it  in  1 7 1 5  more  care- 
fully than  Stephens,  yet  he  himfelf  fays  that  his  collation 
was  only  curiory,  and  According  to  Grielbach  he  has 
produced  readings,  which  are  not  in  the  manufcript. 

,  Wetftein  was  at  that  time  only  twenty-two  years  old, 
Grie(bach  has  collated  it  more  correftly,  amended  the 
faults  of  liis  predeceflbr,  and  added  above  a  thoufand 
readings.  Whoever  quotes  this  manufcript  therefore  in 
future,  muft  quote  not  from  Wetftein,  but  from  Grief- 
bach,  who  has  given  in  his  Symbola  a  very  complete  and 
accurate  collection  of  it^  various  readings. 
•  208.  Regius  2362,  at  prefent  83,  Kiifter's  Parif.  3, 
and  noted  9  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.T.,  is  a 
manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  in  the  year  1 1 68, 
"by  a  tranfcriber  y/hofe  name  was  Solomon. 

Kufter  has  printed  extrafts  of  this  manufcript,  from 
which  Wetftein  concluded  that  the  manufcript  was  the 
-fame  asStephani  ijS.  If  this  be  true,  there  muft  be  an 
erratum  in  the  edition  of  Stephens  i  Cor.  xv.  44.  where 
the  Codex  «|3  is  quoted  for  the  reading  f»  *r«  a-afAa.  \J/v- 
p^iHov,  for  our  manufcript  has  not  that  epiftJe ;  and  this 
luppofition  is  the  more  credible,  as  the  above-mentioned 
reading  is  quoted  by  Wetftein  from  Stephani  Codex  »«. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  difficult  to  explain  why  Wet- 
ftein quotes  the  Codex  »»,  as  he  had  never  feenit; 
and  after  all,  the  erratum  is  perhaps  in  his  edition. 

209.  Regius  2865,  at  prefent  91,'Kufter's  Parif.  i, 
noted  10  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.T.>  is  a  ttia- 
nufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  of  which  extrafts  are  found 
in  Kiifter^s  edition.  Grielbach  ^^'^  refers  it  to  the  thir- 
teenth, or  fourteenth  century.  It  came  undoubtedly 
from  Greece,  for  it  appears  from  the  fubfirriptioti,  that 
Dorotheus,  natione  Graecus,  archiepifcopus  Metellinen- 
lis,  who  was  prefent  at  the  fynod  held  at  Floitehce  in 
'439>  ^ith  a  view  of  uniting  the  Greek  and  Latin 
churches,  prefented  it  to  the  canons  of  thdt  city  *^. 
3  ~  Kiifter's 
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Kiiftcr's  collation  is  not  accurate,  as.GrielBach  has  (hewn 
by  feveral  examples,  and  he  is  of  opinion  that  it  deferves 
to  be  collated  anew. 

2  JO.  Another  Regius  2865*,  at  prefent  85,  Kufter*^ 
Parif.  5,  noted  J2  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T., 
in  Griefbach  119,  It  is  alfo  a  manulcript  of  the  four 
Gofpels.  Kiifter  made  incomplete,  but  accurate  ex* 
trafts  from  it,  and  added  them  to  Mill's  edition.  But. 
Wetflein  has  created  great  confufion  in  regard  to  this 
manufcript,  into  which  he  was  led  by  certain  extracts, 
which,  de  MiQy  had  made  from  a  Codex  Vidtorinus, 
fuppofed  to  be  the  fame  with  Stephani  Codex  ii.  Now 
our  Codex  Regius  2865,  and  the  Codex  Vidtorinus,  are 
two  totally  diftind:  rrianufcripts,  though  their  readings 
frequently  coincide,  which  induced  Wetftein  to  fuppole 
them  one  and  the  fame;  he  united  therefore  into  one 
mafs,  the  readings  quoted  by  Stephens  from  his  Codex 
♦J,  thofe  qupted  by  Kiifter  from  his  Parif,  5,  and  the 
extrafts  of  de  Mifly,  as  if  they  proceeded  from  one  ma- 
nufcript,  which  he  has  noted  Codex  1 2,  of  which  he  hr  $ 
related  a  long  hiftory,  where  Griefbach  *"  fays  there 
ar^  as  many,  errors  as  lines  ;  and  not  contented  with  this 
confufion,  he  has  added  readings,  which  are  found  nei- 
ther in  the  above-rmentioned  manufcripts,  nor  in  any 
other,  Vith  which  we  are  acquainted.  Whenever  Wet- 
ftein therefore  quotes  his  Code:?c  i  ij^  the  evidence  muft 
b?  confidered  as  of  no  value. 

From  this  perplejcity  we  have  been  delivered  by  Grief- 
bach,  who  has  accurately  collated  both  the  manufcript 
in  queftion,  and  the  YiAorinus  (which  I  ft^all  defcJibe 
under  the  title  Codex  Stephani  ^J)  has  defcribed  them 
in  his  Symbplas  criticap,  p,  cxUv — clii,  and  given  ex- 
trads  from  them  in  his  New  Teftament,  oa  which  we 
may  depend,  Wetftein  contends,  that  Colinaeus  ufed 
this  manufcript  for  his  edition ;  now  it  certainly  coin- 
cides 

^  In  the  P^riil^n  Vi^r^txy  are  two  miuittfcript^  with  the  fame  number, 
but  they  are  diftinguiflied  by  the  addition  of  the  fmalkr numbers  i  and  2, 
Le  Long  <^uptc8  the  firft  2865 »,  the  fecond  2865  *.  *'♦, 

^3 
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cides  in  very  many  readings  with  the  Vi<5torinus,  and 
both  of  them  very  frequently  with  the  edition  of  Coli- 
il£Us,  but  which  of  the  two  were  ufcd  by  that  editor. 
Or  whether  he  ufed  both,  it  is  difficult  at  prcfent  to  de- 
termine. They,  are  noted  in  Griefbach  119  and  120. 
The  former,  which  is  the  manufcript  in  queflion,  h^  re- 
fers to  the  twelfth  century. 

an.  Regius  2866,  at  prefent  71,  according  toFleif- 
cher,  but  72  according  to  Grielbach  *'*,  Stephani  Co- 
dex r,  noted  7  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein*s  N.  T.,  is 
a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels.   - 

zi%.  Regius  2867,  at  prefent  84,  Stephani  Codex qs 
noted  4  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N-  T.,  is  a  ma- 
nufcript of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  on  vellum.  FleiG 
cher  fays,  *  on  the  outfide  of  the  volume  is  a  crowned  F. 
In  many  places  incifions  have  been  made  in  the  leaves. 
In  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John,  the  firft  chapter  is^  defeftiye 
as  far  as  the  13*''  verfe,  uh  ix  S-iXufAaT*^  o-»fxo^* 

213.  Regius  2868^  at  prefent  64,  Kiitter's  Farif.  8, 
noted  15  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.T.,  a  very 
neat  copy  of  the  Gofpels,  which  Simon .  fuppofes  was 
written  for  the  ufe  of  a  Greek  church.  See  his  Hift.  du 
Texte  du  N.  T.  ch.  xiii,  Extrafts  from  it  were  given 
by  Kiifter, 

214.  Regius  2869,  at  prefent  2^7,  Stephani  Codex 
#«,  noted  1 2  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  iA 
the  third  10,  in  the  fourth  2,  contains  the  Adls,  Epif- 
tles,  and  Revelation  *^^  This  account  is  given  by  Wet-^ 
ftein,  on  whom  we  may  depend,  as  he  has  ufed  the 
mr«nufcript  himfelf,  and  collated  it  more  accurately  than 
Stephens,  Fleifcher  alfo  fays  exprefsly,  *  it  contains  all 
the  catholic,  and  all  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  in  the  ufual 
order;  laft  of  ^11  the  Revelation  of  St.  John*^*.*  Mill 
had  no  further  knowledge  of  it,  than  what  he  could  dc- 
live  from  the  few  extracts  of  Stephens,  whence  he  con-* 
jediures,  §  1175.  that  it  was  very  dcfeftive,  becaufe  he 
found  it  feldom  quoted.  It  feems  that  Stephens  ufed  it 
principally  in  the  Revelation,  as  h$  had  very  few  ma-f 
nufcripts  of  that  book. 

i  1 5.  Regius 
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-  215.  Regiu3  5^870',  at  prefent  102,  Stephani  Codex 
I,  noted  9  in  th^  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in 
the  third  7,  is  a  m^nufcript  of  the  Afts  and  the  Epiftles, 
to  which  the  charge  of  latinizing  has  been  laid.  Mill 
fuppofed  that  it  was  likewife  defedtive^  for  which  he  had 
no  other  reafon,  than  becaufe  Stephens  in  many  places 
had  given  no  quotations  from  it.  But  Fleifcher  gives 
the  following  account :  ^  I  know  not  why  this  manu- 
fcript  has  been-  fuppofed  to  be  mutilated,  for  I  have 
found  it  in  no  chafms,  or  vacant  pla<:es  ''^^  It  is  neatly, 
and  not  too  clofely  written.  The  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews 
is  placed  betwi^en  the  fecond  to  th^  ThpfTalonians,  and 
the  firft  tQ  Timothy.* 

216.  Regius  2871 ,  at  prefent  io6,  Stephani  Codex  if^ 
noted  5  in  the  fixft,  fecond,  and  third  parts  of  Wetr 
ftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftanient, 
except  the  Revelation.  According  to  Fleifcher's account^ 
the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  is  placed  between  the  fecond 
to  the  Theffalonians,  and  the  firft  toTiijiothy,  after 
which  follow  the  Goipels  *^*, 

zirj.  Regiiis  2.87a,  at  prefent  103,  noted  1 1  in  the 
ihird  part  of  Wetftcin's  N.  T,,  is  a  manufcript  of  the 
Afts,  and  the  catholic  epiftles,  collated  by  Wetftein. 
Fleifcher  (ays,  that  it  has  likewife  all  the  epiftles  of  St. 
Paul  *7%  but  that  in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  there  is  a 
chafm  in  the  fecond  chapter  from  0  ;jAi.9^,  v.  2Q,  to  ox> 
^  )caT£Afi^3n,  v.  31 . 

2 1 8.  Regius  3424^  at  prefent  119*,  Kqfter's  PariC  4, 
noted  1 1  in  the  firft  ^rt  of  Wetftein's  N,  T.,  i^  a  ma- 
nufcript of  the  four  Gofpels,  fuppofed  to  have  been  writ- 
ten in  the  eleventh  century.  Extra^s  were  given  from 
it  by  Kiifter. 

219.  Regius  J424,  at  prefent  70,  Kiifter-s  Parif,  7, 
noted  14  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  a  very 
neat  copy  of  the  Gofpels  *",  fuppofed  by  Wetftein  to 

have 

'    y  The  %.  2878  i9  the  J(»ini4  ^^  ^^sorans,  Imu  1720,  p.  650,  is  an 
^rsamin. 

*  According  to  Fleifcher:  t>at  Griefbach  exprelTes  hirafelf  in  a  d\ibi- 
*o^s  manner,  '  nunc  1 19,  niii  forte  nunc  fit  121  Matthaeum,  et  Marcam, 
ct  X  22  Iii^t;Am  cum  Johay  ne  ilftens  ^^^/ 

U4 
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have  been  written  in  the  eleventh  century.     Others  have 
referred  it  to  the  tenth,  and  even  to  the  ninth  century. 

220.  Regius  3425,  at  prefent  112,  Stephani  h  noted 
6  in  the  firft,  fecond,  and  third  parts  of  Wetftein*sN.T*y 
contains  the  whole  of  the  New  Teftamcnt>  except  the 
Revelation.  The  two  laft  chapters  of  the  epiftlc  to 
Titus,  and  the  firfl  half  of  that  to  Philemon,  as  far  as 
t(Am  frvXayxvat  wfoj-xaGa,  ver.  12.  are  wanting. 

22 1,  lleuchlini,  or  Capnioneus,  noted  i  in  the  fourth 
parfof  Wetftein'sN.T.,  a  manufcript  of  importance  in 
biblical  criticifm,  contains  the  book  of  Revelation,  but 
it  is  not  known  where  it  is  preferved  at  prefent.  At 
lead  Bengel  and  Wetftein  have  fought  for  it  in  vain, both 
in  Durlach  and  in  other  places,  where  remains  of  Reuch- 
lin's  library  might  be  fuppofed  to  exift.  The  beft  de- 
fcription  of  this  manufcript,  as  far  as  could  be  gathered 
from  Reuchlin's  accounts,  is  in  Bengel's  Fundamenta 
crifeos  apocalypticse,  fed:.  17*. 

Erafmus  relates  in  his  defence  ad verfus  Stunicam,  that 
he  ufed  only  one  fingle  manufcript  of  the  Revelation 
for  his  edition  of  the  New  Teftament.  He  has  highly 
extolled  its  antiquity,  and  has  even  defcribed  it  as  tantse 
vetuftatis,  ut  apoftolorum  jetate  fcriptum  videri  poiSt, 
notwithftanding  it  contained  an  expofition  of  the  Reve-* 
latioi)  written  in  the  fifth,'  and,  according  to  others,  fb 
late  as  the  ninth  century,  by  Andrew  of  Cafarea.  As. 
Erafmus,  in  the  three  firft  editions  of  his  New  Telia-- 
ment,  had  no  other  Greek  text  of  the  Revelation,  (for 
he  ufed  not  the  Complutenfian  Bible  before  the  fourth) 
we  may  difcover  from  his  three  ftrft  editions  in  a  grea^ 
meafure  the  readings  of  the  Codex  Reuchlinianus ;  and 
with  this  view  Bengel  has  extracted  their  readings  in  the 
book  of  Revelation.  But  it  muft  be  obferved  at  the 
fame  time,  that  no  abfolute  canclufion  can  be  drawn 
from  thefe  three  editions  to  the  Codex  ReuchliniaQus, 
which  could  have  only  one  reading  in  each  text,  whereas 
:in  the  editiojos  pf  Erafmus  we  find  variety  even  in  the 
Revelation  i   a  proof  that  E.rafmus  applied  either  his 

*  p.  495.  of  the  New  ^tlon  of  tlie  Appftntos  Gritk»#.  .« 
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own  conjcftures,  or  confulted  other  fources  in  particul^ 
readings.  Beiides,  Erafmus  himfelf  acknowledges  that 
Reuchlin's  manufcript  had  feveral  chafms,  and  that  the 
laft  leaf  in  particular  was  wanting.  In  thefe  cafes  he 
made  a  virtue  of  neceiSity,  and  tranilated  the  Latin  into 
Greek. 

Another  manufcript,  which  likewife  derives  its  name 
from  Reuchlin,  I  have  defcribcd  above,  N**  38,  under 
the  title  Bafil.  B.  VI.  27. 

22a.  Rhodienfis,  noted  50  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  52,  is  a  copy  of  the  epif- 
tfes  from  the  ifland  of  Rhodes  y  it  is  faid  to  have  been 
principally  ufed  in  the  edition  of  the  Complutenfian 
Bible,  and  is  often  quoted  byStunica  asavery  ancient  and 
venerable  manufcript,  but  by  Erafmus  it  was  fuppofed 
to  latinize.  We  have  no  complete  extracts  from  it,  but 
merely  what  Stunica  occafionally  quotes,  who  mentions 
that  this  is  the  manufcript  which  the  Complutenfian 
Bible  chiefly  follows.  Some  critics  therefore  have  raflily 
concluded,  from  the  readings  of  the  Biblia  Complutenfia 
to  thofe  of  the  Codex  Rhodienfis,  efpecially  in  the  con- 
trovcrfy  relative  to  i  John  v.  7.  an  inference  which  is  in- 
admiffible.  Unfortunately  this  manufcript  is  no  where 
to  be  difcovered;  and  though  it  has  been  fuppofed  to 
be  fliil  in  the  library  of  A  leal  a,  yet  it  would  be  in  vain 
to  fearch  there,  ^  Profeflbr  Moldenhawer  relates  that 
the  manufcripts  ufed  for  the  Complutenfian  Bible  are  no 
longer  in  exiftence.  More  will  be  faid  on  this  fubjeft^ 
in  the  defcription  of  that  edition. 

223.  Roe  I,  noted  49  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein*s 
N.  T.,  a  manufcript  brought  from  Turkey  by  Sir  Tho- 
mas Roe,  in  1628,  and  prefented  to  the  Bodleian  library 
in  Oxford.     Extracts  were  made  from  it  by  Mill. 

224.  Roe  2,  brought  at  the  fame  time  by  Sir  Thomas 
Roe,  and  preferved  in  the  Bodleian  library,  noted  47 
in  the  fecond  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the 
epiftlcs  of  St.  Paul.  It  agrees  with  the  Syriac  and  the 
Coptic*'*  in  the  omiffion  of  o^gi,  Heb.xii.  18.  anomif- 
^onobferved  Ufcewifc  in  the  Codices  Alex,  and  Ephremi. 

See 
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See  N*'  65.  I  have  found  other  examples,  in  which  it 
^rees  with  only  a  few,  but  important  manufcripts  ia 
the  fupport  of  an  unufual  reading. 

225.  Rutgerfii,  noted  99  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T. ,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  quoted  by 
Heinfius,  in  his  Exercitationes  Sacrse^^  from  which 
Wetftein  has  borrowed  his  extracts, 

226.  Sangermarwnfis,  in'  Mill  Ger,  ao  abbreviation 
for  Germanenfis,  by  others  called  Corbeienfis,  noted  E  in 
the  fecond  part  of  Wetflein's  N.  T. ,  is  a  Greek- Latin 
manufcript  of  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  from  which  Mill 
procured  extracts  ***.  A  fee  fimile  of  its  charadlers  may 
be  feen  in'Blanchini  Evangeliarum  quadruplex,  P.  I.  in 
the  laft  of  the  plates  annexed  to  p.  533,  Wetftein  ajflferts, 
with  fome  probability,  that  it  is  a  copy  of  the  Ciaroraon- 
tanus,  the  ttiit  and  corrections  of  which  ai-e  here  tran- 
fcribed  together,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  frequently  to  pro^ 
duce  mere  nojifenfe.  But  he  has  properly  quoted  the 
readings  of  this  manufcript,  though  we  muft  take  care 
not  to  confider  the  Claromontanus  and  Sangermanenfis 
asdiftinft  evidence.  The  accurate  defcription  whichDr. 
Lefs  has  given  of  this  manufcript,  may  be  feen  in  the 
X)rient.  BibL  Vol.,  IX  p,  148— 151.  Though  Wet. 
ftein's  conjectures  appear  to  him  extremely  probabk, 
yet  he  has  made  the  following  not  unimportant  objec^ 
tion.  Rom.  xii.  1 1,  the  Claromontariius  has  iCAIPil,  but 

the  Sangermanenfis  Kft,  which  is  an  abbreviation  for 
Hr>fy^^  and  in  the  Latiiidno;  whence  he  concludes  that 
the  latter  is  not  a  copy  of  the  former  alone.  His  whole 
defcription  is  worthy  of  attention  '■'*.  It  is  evident  alfo, 
from  Sabatier's  Bible,  that  the  Latin  texts  of  the  two 
manufcripts  are  often  different, 

227.  Scaligeri,  noted  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.T. 
Evangeliftarium  6,  in  the  fecond  and  third  leftionarium  i, 
is  preferved  in  the  Univerlity  Hbrary  in  Leyden,  and 
contains  leflbns  from  the  Golpels,  A6ts,  Epiftles,  and 
Pfalms,  in  Greek  and  Arabic,  but  it  is  imperfeft.  Wet- 
ftein, who  collated  it  in  1 73 1 ,  has  obferved  that  its  read- 
ings are  allied  to  thofe  of  the  Coptic  verfion  i'^^  . 

228.  Seide- 
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228.  Seidelianus^  noted  48  in  the  fecond  part  of  Wet- 
ltein*s  N.  T. ,  in  the  third  42,  and  in  the  fourth  13, 
contains  the  Adts,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation.  Wefter- 
mann,  who  collated  it,  and  communicated  the  extrafb^ 
to  Kiifter,  eftimatcd  its  antiquity,  though  I  know  not 
on  what  grounds,  at  700  years.  Wetftein  obferves,  that 
this  collation  is  inaccurate,  and  that  the  Revelation  is 
the  only  book  on  which  he  appears  to  have  beftowed 
niuch  diligence.  Bengel  procured  from  Weftermann 
and  Schmidlin  a  new  and  confiderable  colledtion  of 
readings  of  this  manufcript,  which  he  inferted  in  his 
edition  of  the  New  Teflament** ;  but  Wetftein  has  made 
little  ufe  of  thefe  additions,  as  appears  from  2- Pet.  ii.  2* 
This  manufcript,  with  feveral  others,  was  brought  from 
the  Eaft  by  Andrew  Erafmus  Seidel.  Two  of  them  will 
be  defcribed  in  the  fequel  under  the  title  Codices  Wol- 
fiani  % 

229.  The  five  following  Codices  Seldeni  arc  preferv- 
ed  in  the  Bodleian  library  in  Oxford,  and  were  collated 
by  Mill  ^%  ^      .  ^ 

Seldeni  i,  noted  53  in  the  fir  ft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T. ,  is  a  very  neatly  written  manufcript  of  the  four 
Gofpels,  and  was  fupppfed  by  Mill  to  be  400  years  old, 

230.  Seldeni  2,  noted  54  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T. ,  is  a' manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  written  ia 
^338.  It  is  the  only  MS.  which  has  iaOik  for  ^«*/*owfl'&«c> 
Mark  v.  18.  a  reading  found  in  the  margin  of  the  New 
Syriac  verfion,  and  taken  from  Alexandrine  manufcripts. 

231.  Seldeni  3,  noted  55  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein'sN,  T.,  a  more  modern,  but  very  neatly  written 
manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels. 

232.  Seldeni  4,  an  ancient,  but  mutilated  Evangelifta- 
rium,  noted  in  Wetftein'3  N-  T,  Evangeliftarium  21. 

233-  Sel- 

*  See  the  laft  edition  of  his  Apparatus  Criticus,  P.  IV.  n.  ix.  §  98.  p.  739. 
vbere,  fpeaking  in  defence  of  his  N.  T.  he£iys,  codicis  Seidelianiledkiones 
bene  multas,  apud  Kiifteram  haud  obvias  manui  eel.  Wef^crmanni,  ct  Jo. 
Chriftophori  Schmidlini  V.  D.  M.  nunc  apud  BoebUngenfes'Supenntenden- 
tis  fpecialis,  qui  Fraricofurti  ad  Viadrum  commbratus  eft,  in  acceptis  referp. 

^  There  is  one,  which  contains  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John,  but  it  has  never 
Iwctt  coliated,    See  Bcngel's  Apparatus  Criticus,  p.  636. 
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233.  Seldeni  5,  likewiic  za  ancient^  but  defe&ive  ma* 
nufcript,  noted  in  Wetftcin's  N.  T,  Evangcliftarium  it. 

^34»  ^5S^  ^3^ J  ^37-  Stephani  Codices,  from  j3  to  v. 
This  name  is  given  to  the  nmnufcripts,  which  were  uTed 
in  Robert  Stephens's  edition  of  the  Greek  Tcftamcnt :  he 
did  not  collate  them  himfeif,.but  his  fon  Henry  Stephens^ 
who  was  at  that  time  too  young,  too  impatient,  and  too 
little  experienced  in  criticifm,  for  an  undertaking  of  that 
nature.  It  appears,  from  the  preface  of  Robert  Stephens* 
that  they  were  ufed  in  order  to  reftify  the  text  of  the 
two  firit  editions,  printed  in  1546  and  1549 ;  but  the 
readings  themfelves  were  firft  printed  in  the  inner  mar* 
gin  of  the  beautiful  edition  publiflied  in  1 550,  though  it 
is  evident,  from  the  infpedtion  of  the  margin,  that  it  can* 
not  contain  all  the  readings  of  fo  many  collated  manu- 
fcripts.     It  is  certain,  that  in  thofe  Codices  Stephani 
which  have  been  collated  anew,  many  readings  have 
been  difcovered  that  are  not  in  the  margin  of  Stephens's 
Greek  Teftament ;  but  this  is  not  wholly  to  be  afcribed 
to  the  careleffnefs  of  Henry.  Stephens,  becaufe  all  his 
extra<5ts  were  not  printed,  Beza  having  found  among 
his  papers  a  great  many  readings  that  are  not  in  the 
margin  of  Stephens's  edition.     Another  imperfe<3:ion  ii 
the  numerous  errata,  efpecially  in  the  letters  which  de- 
note the  manufcripts,  many  of  which  were  occafioned 
by  the- hurry  of  fetting  the  prefs,  the  compofitor  having 
frequently  taken  from  the  bpx  of  types,  which  cither 
preceded  or  followed  that,  from  which  he  ought  to  have 
taken,  putting  for  inftance  inftead  of  4<J. either  »y  or  *s. 
In  confequence  of  this  inaccuracy,  ipanufcripts  are  often 
quoted  for  books  which  are  not  contained  in  them,  and 
Mill  has  been  frequeritly  led  into  error^  wlieahe  has  re- 
lied on  the  readings  of  Stephens. 

There  is  an  important  error  of  the  prefs,  relative  to 
I  John  v.  7.  which  has  given  rife  to  a  controverfy,  that 
is  not  confined  to  that  text,  but  has  influence  on  our 
knowledge  of  the  Codices  Stephani  in  general.  Through 
unpardonable  careleffnefs,  the  femicircle  is  there  falfely 
fet,  fo  that  it  has  the  appearance  as  if  the  feven  manu- 
fcripts 
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fcripts  quoted  by  Stephens,  ^,  t,  ^,  S, «,  *«,  *y,  which 
were  all  the  manufcripts  he  had  of  the  firft  cpiiile  of  St. 
John,  omitted  merely  the  words  tv  w  »^ajf<fj  yet  the 
whole  paffage  ffom  iv  tw  z^Mta  to  fv  t»j  y^  is  wanting  in 
them  all,  Le  Long  having  attefted  in  a  letter  to  Martin, 
printed  in  the  Journal  des  S^avans  Juin  x  7:10,  that  in 
thefe  manufcripts,  which  are  ftiU  preferred  in  the  royal 
library  in  Paris,  the  whole  of  the  following  paflage,  <v  t» 

wai/M,  0  TTaruf ,  0  X^q^^  x«*  to  tarkiujt4a  aytoy,  x«i  »toi  01  r^fif 
w  £«r*.    K«j  Tf f *;  i*<nv  01.  /ttafruf «vTf?  w  ry  yy,  is  wanting, 

Martin,  in  the  fecond  part  of  his  Verite  du  texte,  i  Jean 
V.  7.  demontree  par  des  preuvcs  qui  font  au  deffus  de 
toute  exception,  ch.  4,  jj^  6.  denied  that  thefe  were  the 
manufcripts,  which  had  been  ufed  by  Stephens,  though 
generally  fuppofed  fo.  He  has  likewife  taken  great  pains 
to  convince  his  readers  that  Stephens  had  more  than 
feven  manufcripts  of  the  firll  epiftle  of  St.  John ;  but  if 
we  admit  what  Martin  fays  to  be  true,  it  follows  that  the 
manufcripts  of  Stephens  were  very  diiferent  from  the 
defcriptipn  which  has  been  given  of  them  by  Mill,  Le 
Long,  and  Wetftein^. 

This  controverfy  renders  it  neceflary  to  quote  from 
Stephens's  preface  to  the  edition  of  1550,  the  account 
which  he  himfclf  has  given  of  them,  though  it  is  very 
imperfeft.  Superioribus  diebus  .  •  .  .  Novum  Tefta- 
mentum  ....  cum  vetuftiffimis  fexdecim  fcriptis*ex* 

emplaribus 

# 

♦  From  the  txi^rti^xon  fcrif  lis  excmplaribus,  Martin  attempted  to  prove 
tLat  Stephens  had  fixteen  manu fcripts  befide  the  Con^plutenfiatn  Bible,  not 
merely  fifteen,  as  is  generally  fuppofed.  Now  ^t  cannot  be  denied  that, 
if  we  abide  by  this  expreffion  alone,  the  inference  deduced  by  Martin  is 
very  natural  j  but  as  Stephens  explains  himfelf  foon  after  more  clearly,  it 
is  certain  that  his  Cod-ex  «  fignifies  the  Complutcnfian  Bible,  and  that  hfe 
had  only  fixteen  copies,  inclufive  of  that  Bible;  an  inaccurate  cxpfeffion 
therefore  cannot  be  ufed  as  an  argument  in  favour  of  an  alRrtion  which 
contradifts  itfelf.  The  Greek  words  of  Stephens  are  flr«\a*9fr«foic  «j«««i«» 
cm7g«4i««,  which  he  has  too  literally  expreffed  in  Latin  by  fcriptis  exem- 
plaribus  J  but  this  is  not  the  only  inftance,  where  he  has  bctrtiyedinaccurftcy 
and  precipitation,  of  which  we  find  evident  marks  in  much  more  ixnporttnt 
fubjea;;,  both  in  the  preface,  and  among  the  various  «adingti 
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emplaribus  quanta  maxima  potuimus  cura  et  diligentia 
collatum  minore  fomia  excuciimtis.  Idem  nunc  iterum 
et  tertio  cum  iifdem  coHatum  majoribus  etiam  Regiis 
typis  excufum  tibi  offerimus.  •  ^  .  in  margine  intenori 
.yarias  codicum  ledtiones  addidimus,  quarum  unicuique 
iiunieri  Graeci  nota  fubjunfta  eft,  quas  nomen  *  exem^ 
plans  unde  fumta  eft  indicet^  aut  exemplariii^m  nomina, 
cum  plures  funt  numerii.  lis  namque  placuit,  primo, 
fecundo,  ad  lextum  decimum  ufque,  nomina  imponere: 
ut  primo  *  Complutenfem  editionem  intelligas,  qua?  olim 
ad  antiquifSma  exemplaria  fuit  excul'a,  cui  certe  cum 
noftris  mirus  erat  in  plurimis  confenfus  ^»  Secundo  ex- 
emplar vetuftiffimum  in  Italia  ab  amicis  collatum*  Ter- 
tio, quarto,  quinto,  fexto,  feptimo,  oftavo,  decimo,  et 
quinto  decimo,  ea qtis  ex  biblioth'eca.  Regis*  habuimus. 
Custera  funt  ea,  quas^  undique  corrogare  licuit. 

Now 


*  As  Martin  grounded  a  former  argument  upon  an  inaccurate  expreflion 
of  Stephens,  it  is  necefihry  to  obferve,  in  the  prefent  inftance,  that  nomen 
cannot  be  taken  in  that  (enfe,  which  would  be  afcribed  to  it  by  a  careful 
writer.  For  it  is  natural  to  Aippofe,  from  this  paflage,  that  Stephens  had 
given  to  each  manufcript  a  particular  name ;  but  this  is  far  from  being  true, 
iince  their  whole  titles  confift  merely  in  the  Greek  numbers  by  which  be 
noted  them,  and  his  Latin  is  here  again  a  too  literal  trandation  of  wliat  he 
had  estfpreifed  better  in  Greek,  Ta;>  0tCxvm  onfxartk  rti/Mamu 

«  The  words  primo,  fecundo,  &c.  are  again  the  effe6l  of  hurry  and  cart- 
leflhefs,  as  he  ought  to  have  written  primum,  fecundum,  or  «,  $.  His 
meaning  is  that  «  denotes  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  0  the  manufcript  col- 
lated" in  Italy,  &c.  which  he  has  jnore  clearly  exprefled  in  Greek.    To  h 

i  ^tCXtov  ifi  TO  iv  InanA  .runt^Vf  xata  raa  etfrty^a^a  rofV  a^Xittvrctra;^  %ai  aH^^tfarittf 
'%m^  TMC  nfAir%(Ui  Kara  voXX«  a-vfA^ponwt  K^gojuiv.  T*  ^f  0*  tf*  to  »  Irahia  wo  rw 
ZfAvn^  avTiCxudev  <{>(X«ip.  To  Ji  y\  l\  I,  r',  f>  ^»  *,  *V,  ra  ix  njc  th  x^artcu  nftMn  /?«- 
«riXMfC  E^^uttf  fAtyakmr^inTti'rn^  /StCxtodnxq;  Xqfdiyrct  aurty^a^  ici. 

^  The  reader  will  here  obferve  that  more  is  expreffed  in  the  Latin  than 
in  the  Greek,  which  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  fame  caufe,  as  the  impro- 
priety of  the  other  tranflations. 

%  The  name  Henrici  is  exprefled  in  the  Greek  5  but  its  omif- 
jCon  in  the  Latin  has  furnifhed   Martin  with  an  opportunity  of  ob- 

jcfting 
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Now  this  is  a-  very  inaccurate* and  imperfeft  dcfcrip- 
tion ;  for  he  has  omitted  to  mention  where  nearly  the 
half  of  his  manufcripts  were  preferved,  and  with  regard* 
to  the  Codices  Regii,  he  has  given  no  mark  of  diftinc- 
tion,  by  which  a  ftibfeqtient  critic  could  again  difcover 
orafcertaiii  them  in  the  royal  library,  with  any  precifion. 
I  will  not  mention  the  inexcufable  fault,  that  no  notice 
was  taken  of  the  antiquity  of  any  one  of  thefe  manu- 
fcripts, fince  the  editor  has  not  even  related  the  books, 
which  they  contain.  It  feems  as  if  the  learned  Robert 
Stephens  degenerated  in  this  inftance  to  a  mere  printer, 
whom  pecuniary  motives  induced  to  have  his  edition 
ready  as  foon  as  poflible,  and  ^yho  direfting  his  chief 
attention  to  the  beauty  of  the  types,  and  the  neatnefs 
of  the  impreflion,  neglefted  the  accuracy  of  a  critic,  not 
cxpefting  fo  fevere  an  examination  before  the  tribunal 
of  the  modern  literati.  Through  hurry  the  manufcripts 
were  badly  defcribed,  and  the  defcription  ftill  worfe  tran- 
flated  into  Latin ;  through  hurry  only  a  part  of  the  read- 
ings were  printed  in  the  margin,  and  the  moft  important 
emitted ;  and  owing  to  the  lame  hafte,  the  errata  in  the 
numbers  were  corrected  with  fo  much  careleflhefs,  as 
would  have  expofed  another  printer  to  the  charge  only 
of  negleft,  but  Robert  Stephens  to  that  of  want  of  fide- 
lity, as  he  particularly  boafts  of  the  correftnefs  of  his 
impreffions. 

It  appears  from  the  preceding  accpunts, 

a)  That  Stephens  collated  only  (ixteen  Codices,  or 
at  leaft  that  he  has  given  no  extracts  from  more  than 
fixteen. 

b)  His  Codex  «  is  the  Biblia  Complutenfia. 

c)  Therefore  properly  fpeaking,  he  had  only  fifteen 
written  copies,  and  Martin  was  miftaken  in  augmenting 
their  number  to  fixteen.  For  fince  the  Complutenfian 
Bible  is  noted  Codex  a,  he  muft  have  reckoned  as  far 
as  feventeen,  if  he  had  fixteen  copies,  befide  that  Bible ; 
but  he  lias  neither  mentioned  in  his  preface,  nor  any 

where 

jefting  to  Le  Long,  that  he  qaoted  manufcripts  given  by  Henry  IL 
whereas  thofe  of  Stephens  mull  have  been  given  by  Francis  I, 
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where  quoted  among  rtie  vanous  readings  a  Codex  f^, 
on 7.  Martin  appeals  ^  to  Be2:a,  who  in  the  preface  to 
his  edition  of  the  New  Teftament,  printed  in  1582, 
1589,  and  1598,  fpeaks  of  feven teen  Codices  Stephani, 
whence  he  argues,  that  Stephens  muft  have  had  fixteen 
written  copies,  bcfidc  the  Complutenfian  Bible.  But 
Beza,  who  had  in  the  two  preceding  editions  ipoken  of 
twenty- five  Codices  Stephani,  and  gives  a  very  carelefs 
and  falfe  account  of  them  S  can  hardly  be  admitted  as 
an  authentic  interpreter  of  the  words  of  Stephens. 

d)  The  above-mentioned  Codices  Stephajii  were  ufed 
for  the  text  of  the  two  firft  editions,  printed  in  1546 
and  1549. 

e)  Eight  of  thefe  manufcripts,  namely  j,  4,  5, 6,  7, 8* 
10.  15.  were  in  the  royal  library  in  Paris. 

Now  thefe  eight  manufcripts  have  been  fought  there, 
and  difcovered  by  Le  Long.  His  manner  of  proceed-^ 
ing  he  has  defcribed  in  a  letter  to  Martin,  which  is 
printed  in  the  Journal  des  S^avans,  Juin  1720,  p.  643. 
He  feleftedjfrom  the  readings  of  each  manufcript  quoted 
by  Stephens,  four,  which  were  peculiar  to  each  refpeftive 
manufcript :  he  then  fought  thefe  charafteriftic  readings 
among  the  manufcripts,  which  had  been  in  the  library 
from  the  time  of  Henry  II.  and  cdnfequently  might 
have  been  ufed  by  Robert  Stephens.  Thefe  were  eafily 
diftinguilhed  by  the  H  with  a  crown  over  it  ^  they  were 
eleven  in  number,  eight  of  which  were  difcovered  to  be 
the  Codices  Stephani,  as  the  charafteriftic  readings 
above-mentioned  were  found  in  them,  and  in  no  other 
manufcript  in  the  whole  library.  This  was  an  eafy  and 
fure  method,  as  it  was  neceffary  to  examine  only  eleven 
manufcripts;  but  if  we  had  to'  fearch  among, all  the 
known  manufcripts,  it  would  be  difficult  to  afcertain 
them,  even  if  the  data  amounted  to  an  hundred  lec- 
tiones  fingulares  *^^. 

Though  Le  Long  exprefleci  himfelf  with  the  utmofl 
clearnef^  and  precifion,  yet  he  was  mifunderftood  by 
Martin,  whofe  adverfaries  were  guilty  of  no  injliftice,  in 

aflertj 

fc  La  Verite  du  Texte,  i  Jean  v.  7.  demontree,  Tom-  II.  ch.  iv.  p-  147. 
i  See  Wetftein's  Prolegomena  to  the  firft  voltune  of  bis  Greek  Tclta- 
ment,  p.  148.  .         ' 
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aflerting  that  he  had  a  very  weak  underftanding.  For 
he  fancied  in  his  Veritedu  texte,  i  Jean  v.  7.  demon- 
tree,  p.  1 8z — 1 90.  that  the  Codices  Stephani  were  mark-' 
ed  in  th6  royal  library  with  the  letters  y,  ^,  t,  &c.  and 
by  thefe  means  were  difcovered  by  Le  Long :  he  con- 
jeftured  alfo  that  thefe  marks  were  made  by  an  impoftor. 
It  never  occurred  to  him,  that,  if  the  eight  manufcripts  - 
meant  by  Le  Long  were  not  thofe  which  were  ufed  by 
Stephens,-  the  ancient  Codices  Stephani  muft  have  been 
ftolen  or  removed  from  the  royal  library,  becaufe  no  other 
manufcripts  of  Henry  IL  are  now  difcoverable,  which 
could  poffibly  have  been  ufed  by  Stephens*^®. 

But  Martin  made  other  obje<5lions  to  Le  Long's  dif- 
covery.  He  fays  that  Stephens's  manufcripts  were  not 
from  the  library  of  Henry  IL  but  Francis  L  becaufe  they 
were  ufed  for  the  firft  edition,  which  was  pubjiflied  in 
1546,  during  the  life  of  Francis.  Now  this  objeftion  is 
of  no  weight,  if,  during  the  reign  of  Henry,  the  many- 
fcripts  of  the  royal  library  were  marked  with  a  crowned 
H,  whether  they  were  purchafed  by  him,  or  by  FranCis  L 
On  this  head  Le  Long  (hould  have  expreffed  himfelf 
more  clearly,  as  it  relates  to  a  point  of  hiftory  that  is  not 
eafy  to  be  explained,  except  by  one  who  is  refident  in 
Paris.  I  requefted  therefore  Fleifcher,  during  his  flay  in 
that  city  to  examine  the  fubjeft  more  minutely,  who,  in 
a  letter  dated  December  16,  1764,  wrote  as  follows: 
M  have  obferved  that  the  Codex  2867,  or  Stephani  Co- 
dex y,  is  marked  not  with  a  crowned  H,  but  with  a 
crowned  F.  '  It  is  at  the  fame  time  to  be  remarked,  that 
a  crowned  H  on  a  manufcript  is  no  proof  that  it  was  not 
in  the  royal  library  in  the  time  of  Francis  I.  For  the 
manufcripts,  as  well  as  the  printed  books,  are  bound 
anew,  as  foon  as  the  old  binding  is  worn  out,  and  on 
the  new  binding  is  marked  the  name  of  the  king,  who 
reignedat  that  time.  And  at  this  very  day  a  crowned  L 
is  very  frequently  imprefled  on  ancient  books,  whenever 
tliey  are  new  bound  / 

His  fecond  objedion,  p.  182.  that  Le  Long  found  in 
VoL.IL  X  the 
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the  royal  library  the  fifteen  manufcripts  of  Stephens 
marked  with  the  letters,  jS,  y,-  J,  «,  &c.  though  only 
eight  had  been  borrowed  from  it,  is  to  be  afcribed  to  the 
above-mentioned  miftake,  Martin  having  im^ined, that 
thefe  Greek  charafters  were  on  the  manufcripts  them- 
fclves.  But  whoever  reads  with  impartiality,  the  Jour- 
nal des  S^avans,  p.  650,  will  perceive  that  Le  Long 
fpeaks  only  of  eight  m?inufcripts,  which  he  difcavered  in 
the  royal  library,  and  th^t  the  letters  p,  y,  &c.  as  far 
as  ir,  are  fimply  thofe  adopted  by  Stephens,  and  that 
they  have  no  reference  to  the  royal  library  *9\ 

I  pafs  oyer  the  objeftion,  that  in  the  margin  of  Ste- 
phens's Greek  Teftament  it  frequently  happens,  that  a 
manufcript  is  quoted  in  favour  of  a  jeading,  which  is  not 
found  in  the  manufcript  produced  by  LeLong  as  the  very 
fame.  For  thefe  quotations  are  to  be  afcribed  to  the 
errors  of  the  prefs,  of  which  there  is  a  remarkable  in- 
ftance  i  John  v.  7,  where  a  mark  of  omiffion,  falfely  fet,. 
furniflbed  Martin  with  an  opportunity  of  objecting  to 
Le  Long,  that  the  manufcripts  which  he  had  difcovered 
could  not  be  the  fame  as  thofe  of  Stephens,  becaufc 
they  omit  more,  than  is  marked  in  Stephens's  text.  But 
Le  Long  hinifelf,  through  an  inaccuracy  in  his  defcrip- 
tion,  fupplied  Martin  with  a  pretext  of  making  ati  im- 
portant objeftion,  though  the  latter,  by  an  additional 
miftake,  has  ruined  two-thirds  of  his  own  argument. 
He  fays,  that  according  to  Le  Long's  account,  none  of 
the  eight  manufcripts  in  the  royal  library,  contain  the 
Revelation,  whereas  Stephens  has  quoted  in  this  book 
the  Codices.  *«,  «,  and  tr.  Now  the  firft  and  laft  of 
'  thefe  three  manufcripts  have  no  relation  to  the  pnrefent 
inquiry,  for  Le  Long  never  pretended  that  they  were  in 
the  royal  library.  But  his  imperfeO:  defcription  of  the 
fecond,  which,  according  to  his.  account,  contains  fept 
epitres  de  St.  Paul,  quicommencent  par  la  premiere  aux 
Corinthiens  leads  naturally  to  the  fuppofitionj  that  the 
Codex  if  has  not  the  Revelation,  whereas  Stephens  very 
frequently  quotes  it  in  that  book.     It  appears,  however, 

from 
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from  the  more  accurate  examination  of  Wetftein,  that 
the  Revelation  is  really  contained  in  the  manufcript  in 
queftion.  See  N*.  214,  where  I -have  given  adefcrip- 
tion  of  it.  * 

The  moft  extraordinarj^  objedibn  of  Martin,  and 
that  which  moft  favours  of  partiality,  is  the  following: 
*'  Among  the  manufcripts  produced  by  Le  Long  as  the 
very  fame  which  Stephens  had  ufed,  there  is  .not  one 
that  has  the  text  i  John  v.  7.  But  as  this  text  is  found 
in  all  Stephens's  editions ;  and  in  the  preface  to  the  firft 
which  was  printed  in  1 546,  he  teftifies  himfelf,  that  he 
fet  not  a  fingle  letter  that  was  not  warranted  by  the  moft 
and  beft  manufcripts'',  we  muft  conclude,  either  that 
thefe  were  not  the  manufcripts,  wliich  were  ufed  by  Ste- 
phens, or  that  Stephens  adted  not  like  an  honeft  man^" 
Now  the  latter  will  not  appear  extraordinary  to  any  one 
who  knows,  that  he  was  burnt  in  efBgy  at  Paris  for  a 
breach  of  honefty,  though  Martin  has  ftyled  him,  un 
hpmme  d'une  reputation,  d'honneur,  et  de  probite. 
But  Stephens^  if  he  had  never  been  guilty  of  theft, 
might,  in  an  haftily-written  preface,  have  afferted  a 
falftiood,  becaufe,  like  an  hundred  other  literati,  he  re- 
coUefted  not,  at  the  time,  that  he  did  tranfgrefs  the 
bounds  of  truth.  This  at  leaft  is  certain,  that  in 
places,  where  he  had  •  lefs  temptation  to  interpolate, 
than  in  the  celebrated  paffage  above-mentioned,  he  has 
inferted  words  in  the  text,  which  are  warranted  by  no 
manufcript.  We  may  even  produce  him  as  evidence 
againft  himfelf^  ReV.  vii.  5,  6,  7,  8.  both  in  the  firft  and 
third  editions  of  his  Greek  Teftament,  (I  make  no  men- 
tion of  the  fecond,  becaufe  1  have  it  not  in  my  poffef- 

fion) 

^  Ex  ii8  ita  hunc  noftrum  (codicem)  recenfuimus,  ut  nullam  om- 
nino  literam  fecus  eife  p^teremiir,  quam  plures  iique  meliores  libri  tan- 
quam  teftes  comprobarent. 

*  Ou  R.  Eftiennc  k  eu  des  Manufcrits,  dans  lefquels  il  a  trouve  le  texte 
de  St.  Jean,  qu'il  a  mis  dans  quatre  editions  confecutives,  ou  il  n'en  a 
eii  point  \  8^il  n'en  a  point  eu,  Eftieniie  a  ^te  ua  fourbe,  un  hommc 
digne  du  dernier  mepris,  un  infame,  p.  156* 

X  % 
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lion)  he  has  inferted  in  all  thefe  verfes,  «(rffay»(r|*£va* 
zlis^J^  XiK\ot,ii^^  though  in  the  margin  of  the  edition  of 
i55C5r>jfce  himfelf  teftifies,  that  the  word'  «<r^fayi(rp>o* 


wfAtfoi  Of  TOK  ifACTEfoK  AVTiy^afoig.  JNor  IS  it  round  m  the 
Complutenfian  Bible,  his  Codex  a,  and  yet  he  prefumcd 
to  obtrude  it  on  the  text,  A  man  who  afts  in  this 
manner,  would  furely  n;iake  no  fcruple  to  interpolate 
I  Johnv.  7.  which  is  adlually  in  the  Complutenfian 
Bible,  though  he  found  it  in  none  of  his  manufcripts : 
efpecially  as  the  omiffion.of  this  paflage  had  brought  fo 
much  perfecution  upon  Erafmus;  and  Stephens,  as  be- 
ing a  bookfeller,  of  courfe  avoided  whatever  might  pre- 
vent the  fale  of  his  publication.  The  conclufion  there- 
fore is  wholly  ungrounded,  that  the  manufcripts  pro- 
duced by  Le  Long,  were  not  the  fame  as  thofe  which 
had  been  ufed  by  Stephens,  becaufe  they  contain  not 
I  Johav.  7.  and  the  argument  of  Martin  is  not  far  re- 
moved from  a  petitio  principii. 

As  a  knowledge  of  the  Codices  Stephani  is  of  real 
importance,  the  edition  of  his  Greek  Tcflament  of 
1550,  is  in  the  hands  of  few,  and  Martin's  objeftions 
have  never  been  examined  with  fufficient  coolnefs,  I 
thought  it  a  duty,  which  I  owed  the  reader,  to  reprefent 
the  real  ftate  of  this  controverfy.  Men  of  real  learning 
have  been  guilty  of  miftakes  in  regard  to  thefe  manu- 
fcripts, and  thofe,  who  are  not  in  pofleffion  of  Stephens's 
editions,  might  otherwife  be  led  into  error  by  Martinis 
arguments,  to  which  it  is  unbecoming  a,  critic  to  reply 
with  mere  ridicule. 

We  may  aflert  therefore,  that  the  eight  manufcripts 
quoted  by  Stephens,  as  borrowed  from  the  royal  librai-y 
in  Paris,  are  ftill  preferved  there  ;  and  that  they  are  the 
fame  as  the  following,  which  I  have  above  defcribed 
under  the  Codices  Regii„  namely  : 

Codex 
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Codex  y    '    ~     ----N*.  212 

S     - 216 

(  ,__._--  "220 

r --  211 

^.._j-.-  2or 

jt-------  207 

• ^'5 

.  "  • 214 

Of  the  remaining  codices  Stephani,  we  have  the  good 
fortune  to  have  difcovered  the  following : 

a,  according  to  Stephens's  own  account,  denotes  not 
a  written  {^odex,  but  the  Complutenfian  Bible. 

^  is  probably  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  defcribcd 
above,  N*.  59. 

y,  accorcfing  to  Wetftein,  is  the  Coiflinianus  2«o, 
defcrJbed  N',  77. 

i^,  according  to  Wetftein,  is  the  Codex  Regius 
2862,  defcribed  N".  208. 

iV,  according  to  Wetftein,  is  the  Codex  Regius  2861;, 
dffcribed  N".  210,  but,  according  to  Griefbach,  it  is 
the  Codex  774,  ip  the  Library  of  Saint  Vidtor,  which 
I  (hall  defcribe  N°.  236.  I  am  of  the  fame  opinion  with 
Griefbach. 

With  refpedt  to  the  two  laft,  we  have  no  reafon  to  be 
perplexed  at  the  queftion  which  Martin  propofed  to  Le 
Long;  "  How  is  it  poffible  that  manufcripts  could  be 
found  in  the  royallibrarj'which  Stephens  did  not  enume- 
rate among  the  eight."  For,  though  they  arc  at  prefent 
in  the  royal  library,  they  might  at  that  time  have  been 
in  the  hands  of  private  perfons  :  the  Codex  2S62,  was 
formerly  the  propertyofPetrus  Stella,  of  whom  Stephens 
probably  borrowed  it;  and  the  Codex  2S65,  was  depo- 
sited in  the  royal  library  fo  late  as  the  prefent  century, 
having  been  before  in  the  polTsflion  of  Teilier. 

I  have  affixed  no  number  to  the  preceding  manu- 
fcripts, becaufe  they  have  been  already  enumerated  and 
defcribed.  But  I  Ihall  number  the  four  following,  be- 
caufe three  of  them  remain  undifcovered,  and  there- 
X  3  fore 
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fore  undefcribed,  and  the  fourth,  which  is  the  Codex 
»(f ,  was  not  known -till  difcovered  by  Griefbach. 

234.  Stephani  la',  noted  10,  in  the  (econd  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  in  the  third  8,  contained,  undoubt- 
edly, the  A6ls  of  the  Apoftles  and  the  Epiftles,  for  ia 
thefe  books  it  is  quoted  by  Stephens  nearly  400  times, 
as  we  are  affured  by  Mill.  Whether  it  contained  more 
books  of  the  New  Teftament,  I  am  unable  to  determine. 
Mill  fuppofed,  that  it  had  likewife  a  fragment  of  St. 
Matthew's  Gofpel,  and  a  leaf  of  St.  John's  Gofpel,  be- 
caufe  Stephens  has  quoted  it,  Matth.  x.  8.  10,  xii.  32. 
John  ii.  1 7.  but  in  no  other  paffage  of  the  four  Gofpels. 
Wetftein,  on  the  contrary,  denies  that  it  contained  any 
fuch  fragments,  and  the  queftion  can  be  determined 
ivith  no  certainty,  till  the  manufcript  itfelf  be  difcovered, 
for  thefe  four  quotations  are  very  poflibly  errata,  and 
different  manufcript s  may  be  meant  where  we  find  ii 
in  the  margin  of  his  Greek  Teftament".  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  poflible  that  the  Codex  »a,  contained  the  four 
Gofpels  complete,  and  that  the  fewnefs  of  the  extrafts 
is  to  be  afcribed.  either  to  the  negligence  of  the  colla- 
tion, or  the  negleft  to  print  the  whole  of  the  extrafts 
which  the  younger  Stephens  had  made,  of  which  we 
find  an  inftance  in  the  manufcript  defcribed  ^I".  207. 

Stephens  ha^s  once  quoted  this  manufcript  in  the  Re- 
velation, for  the  reading  wfoo-fxui^tKrav  t«  «&iif im,  in  the 
dative,  ch.  xiii,  4.  but  I  would  rather  fubfcribe  to  Mill's 
opinion,  and  believe  this  to  be  an  error  of  the  prefs, 
than  conclude  with  Martin,  that  the  manufcript  con^- 
tained  the  Revelation,  and  therefore  the  whole  of  the 
New  Teftament,  which  is  found  complete  in  very  few 
manufcripts.  Eftius  and,Mill  were  of  opinion,  that  this 
manufcript  latinjzed,  and  Wetftein  fuppofed  it  to  be 

one 

"»  This  is  very  probably  the  cafe  John  ii.  17.  where  Stephens  quotes 
the  following  manufcripts,  y,  >,  1,  <■>  Ct  »»>  *«>  -^i  *y>  for  *ata^- 
^aytrai )  but  as  this  reading  is  in  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  he  ought 
to  have  quoted  Codex  «,  and  it  is  highly  probable  that.**  is  an  error 
either  of  the  writer  or  the  printer,  for  «.  The  three  other  readings  of 
this  paiFage  are  likewife  found  in  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  for  whicli 
Stephens  has  quoted  a,  as  well  as  m.  * 
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one  of  thofe,  which  Colinseus  ufed  for  his  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament. 

As  Wetftein  has  neither  collated,  nor  even  feen  this 
manufcript,  it  is  extraordinary  that  he  (hould  quote  it, 
I  Cor.  XV.  44.  where  Stephens  has  no  reference  to  this, 
but  quotes  his  .Codex  ijSf'.  Is  this  an  error  of  the  prefs, 
arifing  from  Wetftein's  inattention,  in  addition  to  what 
proceeded  from  the  neglect  of  Stephens  ?  If  this  be 
true,  how  inaccurate  are  two  critics,  who  lb  much  boaft- 
cd  of  corredtncfs,  and  how  great  is  the  neceffity  of  new 
editions. 

235.  Stephani  «y,  noted  11  .in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the  third  9,  contains  the  Afts  and 
the  Epiftles,  in  which  Le^Long,  in  the  above-quoted 
pafTage  of  the  Journal  des  S9avans,  fuppofes,  that  the 
third  of  St.  John  and  that  of  St.  Jude  are  wanting.  But 
as  he  neither  did,  nor  could  find  this  manufcript  in  the 
royal:  library,  fince  Stephens  quotes  it  as  not  being  a  Co- 
dex Regius,  the  conjedture  is  founded  merely  on  the 
circumftance,  that  Stephens  has  never  quoted  his  Codex 
ly  in  thofe  two  epiftles.  Mill  has  remarked,  that  in  the 
Aftsit  harmonizes  feldom,  but  in  the  epiftles  frequent- 
ly, with  the  Vulgate. 

236.  Stephani  «J,  in  the  library  of  St.  Viftor  Codex 
774,  noted  12  in  the  firft.part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T., 
though  he  is  very  confufed  in  regard  to  this  manufcript, 
and  in  Grieft)ach  Codex  120.  The  laft  mentioned 
critic,  who  has  defcribed  it  in  his  Symbolic,  p.cl — clii. 
and  refers  it  to  the  thirteenth  century,  is  the  firft  wha. 
has  given  a  clear  account  of  it.  It  contained  originally 
the  four  Gofgels,  but  the  leaves,  on  which  that  of  St. 
Mark  was  written,  are  loft,  and  there  remains  only  the 
pifturq  of  the  Evangelift,  immediately  after  which  fol-. 
lows  theGofpel  of  St.  Luke,  without  a  pifture  of  that 
Evangelift.  The  firft  leaf  of  St.  John's  Gofpel  is  alfo 
wanting.  Thefe  are  evident  tokens  of  its  being  Stephani 
Codex  iS^,  not  to  mention  the  fimilarity  of  the  readings, 
for  Stephens  has  never  quoted  his  4  J'  iu  the  Gol'pel  of  St. 
Mark.     Mill  conjedlures  that  it  contained  hkewile  a 
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leaf  of  the  Afts,  and  alfoof  2  Pet.  i.  becaufe  Stephens, 
A6ts  X.  6.  quotes  ty,  ty,  which  is  perhaps  an  erratum, 
for  »y,  »J,  and  2  Pet.  i.  4.  again  quotes  li.  In  the  firft, 
Mill  has  undoubtedly  ventured  a  falfe  conjedtuj'e,  and 
the  fecond  muft.be  an  error  of  the  prefs,  becaufe  Grief- 
bach  could  difcover  no  fuch  fragment  in  this  manu- 
fcriptj  though  he  found  in  it  fome  leaves  df  an  Evange-- 
liarium,  p.  73 — 80,  and  89 — 109.  Wetftein  found  in 
De  Mifly*s  library,  extradts  from  this  manufcript,  under 
the  title  Viftorianus,  which  he  very  unfortunately  united 
into  one  mafs,  not  only  with  Kiifter's  extradts  from  his 
Parifinus  5,  defcribed  above  N°,  210,  fuppofing  them 
to  be  one  and  the*  fame,  but  alfo  with  extradts  from 
another  manufcript,  fo  that  the  readings  quoted  in  Wet- 
ftein's  edition,  from  the  Codex  £2,  are  of 'no  value. 
Griefbach-  has  given  very  accurate  extradts  from  it,  under 
the  title  Codex  120.  It  harmonizes  with  the  Regius 
2244,  defcribed  above  N°.  204,  with  the  Regius  2865, 
defcribed  N°.  2^10,  and  with  the  edition  of  Colinseus. 

237.  Stephani  *r,  noted  3  in  the  fourth  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.  All  that  we  can  affirm  with  Certainty 
of  this  manufcript  is,  that  it  contained  the  book  of  Re- 
velation, in  which  Stephens  very  frequently  quotes  it  as 
far  as  the  middle  of  the  book,  and  a  chapter  or  two 
further:  but  toward  the  end,  thefe  frequent  references 
ceafe,  for  after  ch.  xvii.  8.  where  he  has  quoted  xat  «raf- 
ira*  for  )ca*wff  £rtv,  as  far  as  ch.  xx,  3,,  it  is  not  once 
mentioned,  and  from  this  verfe,  where  thvsy  is  quoted 
for  fxA£»(r£i>,  no  notice  is  taken  of  it  to  the  end  of  the 
book.  Thefe  omiffions  may  be  afcribed  either  to  chafms 
in  the  manufcript,  or  to  the  negledt  of  the  editor.  Le 
Long  has  very  falfely  defcribed  this  manufcript,  having 
attributed  to  it  les  Evangiles  de  St.  Luc,  et  de  St*  Jean ; 
but  he  makes.no  mention  of  the  Revelation,  which  gave 
his  adverfary  Martin,  for  whom  he  attempted  to  folve 
difficulties,  an  opportunity  of  raifing  new  objedtions. 
.  Whether  this  manufcript,  which  is  quoted  Luke  xxii. 
30,  67.  2  Cor.  xii.  1 1,  I  Tim.  iii.  3,  contained  the  whole 
of  the  New  Teftament,  and  whether  the  infrequency  of 
^  the 
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the  quotations  is  to  be  afcribed  to  the  negleft  of  Ste- 
phens ;  whether  it  contained  only  fingle  leaves  of  St, 
Luke*s  Gofpel,  and  the  Epiftles;  or  laftly,  whether 
thefe  three  quotations  are  mere  errata,  can  never  be  de- 
termined till  we  have  difcovered  the  manufcript  itfelf. 

The  long  and  tedious  defcription,  that  has  here  been 
given  of  the  Codices  Stephani,  which  to  many  readers 
will  appear  fuperfluous,  though  others  will  confider  it  as 
indifpenfably  neceffary,  might  have  been  avoided,  if 
Stephens  himfelf  had  taken  the  pains,  to  give  an  accurate 
defcription  of  his  manufcripts.  Inftead  of  ^doubt,  we 
(hould  then  have  certainty,  and  the  numerous  costro- 
verfies  would  have  been  avoided,  relative  to  the  reading? 
of  thefe  manufcripts;  which,  in  reference  to  the  fingle 
text  I  Johnv.  7.  have  filled  as  manyfheets,  as  compofe 
his  large  and  fplendid  edition  bf  the  Greek  Teftament, 
Thefe  are  inconveniencies  to  which  pofterity  is  unavoid- 
ably expofed,  when  a  critic,  through  hurry  or  negleft, 
leavers  his  labours  incomplete. 

238 — 242.  Codices  Thomas  Heracleenfis.  I  have 
mentioned  above,  ch*  vii.  feft.  11.  that  Thomas  of 
Heraclea,  in  the  beginning  of  the  fixth  century  *9%  pub-  » 
liflied  a  new  and  correfted  edition  of  the  fecond  Syriac 
verlion,  which  is  commonly  called  the  Philoxenian.  For 
that  purpofe  he  made  ufe  of  feveral  Greek  manufcripts, 
preferved'at  that  time  in  the  monaftery  of  St.  Antony, 
at  Alexandria,  and  added  their  readings  to  the  Syriac 
text.  A  complete  defcription  of  them  may  be  feen  in 
Ridley's  Diflertatio  de  Syriacarum.  N.  T.  verfionum 
indole  atque  ufu,  feft.  11.  and  13.  He  has  added  a 
copper-plate  reprefenting  the  Syriac  text  with  the  Greek 
readings. 

It  appears  from  this  diflertation,  that  Thomas,  ac- 
cording to  his  own  fubfcription*®*,  collated  for  the 
Gofpels  two,  or  as  it  (lands  in  other  copies ,  of  this 
edition,  three  manufcripts.  In  the  A6ts  of  the  Apoftles 
and  the  catholic  epiftles,  he  had  only  one  manufcript : 
in  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  at  leaft  two,  as  appears  from 
the  marginal  note  to  Phil.  iii.  18.  but  whether  the  num- 
ber 
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ber  was  confined  to  two  only,  Ridley  is  unable  to  de- 
termine, becaufe  the  latter  part  of  the  epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,  and  with  it  the  fubfcription  of  the  editor,  is 
wanting.  They  amount  therefore,  on  the  whole,  at 
leaft  to  five*®^  This  fame  edition  was  again  collated 
by  Barfalibaeus,  in  the  twelfth  century,  with  four  maau- 
fcripts  ***.  but  they  belong  not  to  the  prefent  chapter, 
becaufe  they  were  probably  Syriac. 

As  the  four  Gofpels  of  this  verfion  have  appeared  in 
print,  for  which  we  are  indebted  to  Profeflbr  White,  I 
am  able  to  defcribe  them  more  particularly,  which  I 
ought  not  to  negleft,  as  it  may  fpare  my  readers  fome 
trouble  in  the  ufe  of  this  publication,  'Moft  of  the 
Greek  words^  which  are  written  ia  the  margin,  are  not 
various  readings,  but  exprefs  only  in  Greek  charafters 
the  word  tranflated  or  adopted  in* the  Syriac,  whether  a 
proper  name  or  an  apellativre,  which  appeared  of  im- 
portance to  the  tranflator  or  the  editor,  who  was  ex- 
tremely partial  to  the  Greek.  .  Thefe  Greek  words  are 
fometimes  in  Rialey's  manufcript  very  unorthbgraphi- 
cally  written,  the  moft  frequent  errors  being  fuch  as 
arife  from  the  Itacifm ;  in  other  manufcripts  are  found 
ftill  greater  errors,  the  copyifts,  though  acquainted  with 
Syriac,  being  ignorant  of  Greek**.  The  few  following 
examples  may  {erve  as  a  fpecimen  of  thefe  Greek  notes, 
Johni.  42.  to  ^■np)v>\  in  the  margin  rov  fAt<n»v,  v.  43. 
to  \2i\D$  Knfoci*   ii.   6.  to  i-i>^|»  vJ^tai,  and   to  jA^j^  ay^ 

fji.ir^vir»(.   V.    8.  o^fp^iTfo^AiVcp.  ly.  f/AVO^cis.   111.  I.  yiKO$inf/.o% 

and  «fx®''*^' 

The  various  readings,  on  the  contrary,  are  generally 

exprefled  in,  Syriac,  but  they  have  not  always  reference 
to  the  collated  'Greek  manufcripts,  but  fometimes  de- 
note **% 

1.  The  reading  of  the  old  Syriac  verfion,  though  at 
the  fame  time  it  might  be  the  intention  of  the  editor  to 
fignify,  tliat  it  was  alfo  the  reading  of  one  of  the  Greek 

Alejc- 

•  See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Voh  XVI.  p.  164—168,  aoA,  Vol.XYU.p,  Ii6- 
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Alexandrine  manufcripts.  For  inftancejohni.  i8.}«r«*<^ 
jou^,  unigenitus  deus,  a  reading  which  might  have  flood 
in  the  MSS.  ufed  by  Thomas,  though  1  will  not  pofi- 
tiveiy  affirm  IC^^.  Ch.  iii.  5 /after  "^qlm^^mis^*  refpondit 
Jefus,  is  added  the  marginal  reading  olI  j^cjo,  et  dixit 
ei*«>.  iv.  47.  is  the  marginal  reading  jooi  tou^  proximiis 
erat,  which  is  in  the  text  of  the  Pelhito,  the  reading  of 
the  text  of  the  Philoxenian  being  jooi  r-Ai^  futurus  erat. 
In  this  lad  example,  the  reading  only  of  the  old  Syriac 
verfion  could  be  meant,  as  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend 
how  TifAiXXsy  the  Greek  reading,  could  be  otherwife 
expreffed.  In  coUefting,  therefore,  readings  from  the 
Syriac  marginal  notes  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  we 
muft  not  always  conclude  that  they  were  taken  from  the 
collated  Greek  manufcripts. 

2.  Some  peculiarity  in  the  New  Syriac  verfion,  or  an 
explanation  of  fome  apparent  difficulty.  For  inftancc, 
an  explanatory  note  is  frequently  added  where  U^  vita, 
is  ufed:  John  i.  4.  the  text  of  the  Phil,  verfion  is 
jocFi  woioA*]  \Ly  010,  in  eo  vita  erat,  on  which  we  find 
the  two  following  marginal  aotes,  ^on  A-l-jy*^  ^»  and 
^oa^  £l*\^^^,  by  which  the  editor  intended  to  fignify, 
that  jLw  is  expreffed  in  Greek,  by  ^on  (^wji)  in  the  fin- 
gular,  and  that  the  plural  is  ^oag  (^«aO>  that  no  one 
might  imagine  that  the  Ribbui,  the  fign  of  the  plural 
over  }lw  was  meant  to  convey  any  emphafis,  or  reli- 
gious myftery.  In  like  manner,  ch.  iii.  16.  36.  we  find 
again  the  note  A.-]jyA.,  fingularis  eft.  Ch.  i.  52. to  Ao^ad, 
which  is  in  the  text  of  the  Philoxenian,  as  well  as  in  the 
old  Syriac,  is  added  the  marginal  reading  ^  fuper,  be- 
caufe  fir*  is  in  the  Greek.  Ch.  iii.  32  in  the  text  is  ^<n 
iw  where  the  pronoun  feminine  is  ufed  neutrally,  but 
in  the  margin  is  \u^i  001,  where  the  pronoun  mafculine  is 
ufed,  which  is  nothing  more  than  a  different  tranflation. 
of  the  fame  Greek  expreffion  0  £e#f  »x€,  it  being  abfolutely 
impoffible  in  this  inftance,  that  the  readings  ov  wgotxe^ 
and  fiv  iu^Mce^  could  ever  have  exifted. 

As  Thomas  of  Heraclea  lived  between  the  years  518 
and  533^''%  the  n^anufcripts  which  he  ufed,  even  if  he 

.did 
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^id  not  endeavour  to  procure  thofe  which  were  at  that 
time  the  moft  ancient,  mull  have  furpaffed  in  antiquity 
the  oldeft  that  are  now  extant,  fuch  as  the  Alexandrine, 
the  Ephrem,  and  the  Cambridge  manufcript:  but  if  he 
felefted  fuch  as  were  at  that  time  two  or  three  hundred 
years  old,  none  of  our  manufcripts  can  be  put  in  com- 
petition with  them.  It  is  true  that  this  high  Antiquity 
is  no  abfolute  fecurity  againft  falfe  and  fpurious  readings, 
of  which  examples  may 'be  feen  among  the  extrads 
which  have  been  made  from  them :  but  Wetftein  laid 
to  them  a  charge  of  a  different  nature,  and  contended, 
that  they  were  interpolated  from  the  Latin,  a  charge 
which  is  wholly  incredible,  for  who  could  have  thus 
altered  Greek  manufcripts  in  the  monaftery  of  St.  An- 
tony in  Alexandria,  where  Latin  was  unknown,  and 
where  the  church  of  Rome  exerted  no  authority^*"? 
The  Coptic,  not  the  Latin;  is  the  verfion  with  which 
thegreateft  coincidence  might  be  expefted,  and  this 
is  confirmed  by  aftual  experience,  but  no  inference 
therefore  can  be  drawn  to  their  difparagement,  fince 
the  Coptic  verfipn,  being  made  from  Egyptian  copies 
of  the  Greek  Teftament,  muft  neceffarily  agree  with 
Alexandrine  manufcripts.  Wetftein  goes  even  a  ftep 
further,  and  difcovers  in  the  prefent  age,  in  the  libra- 
ries of  Europe,  all  thofe  manufcripts  which  Thomas 
collated  at  Alexandria,  in  the  fixth  century'*"*.  But, 
•unfortunately,  he  has  difcovered  a  greater  number  than 
Thomas  aftually  ufed,  who  collated  only  two,  or  at 
the  utmoft  three  manufcripts  of  the  Gofpels,  whereas 
Wetftein  has  afligned  to  him  not  lefs  than  four,  the 
Alexandrinus,  Cantabrigienfts,  Ephrem,  and  Stepha- 
ni1,^°^ 

As  the  prefent  chapter  relates  to  the  manufcripts  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  and  thofe  which  were  ufed  by 
Thomas  were  fuperior  in  point  of  antiqtiity  to  any  that 
are  now  remaining,  it  is  neceflary  to  give  a  fpecimen 
of  their  readings,  which  I  will  not  feleft  from  detached 
paflages,  but  to  avoid  all  appearance  of  partiality,  will 
examine  four  v/hole  chapters  of  St.  John's  Gofpcl  ^°*. 

Ch.  i 


SECT. VI.      MSS.'ofthe  Greek  Tefiament.  333 

Ch.  i.  28.  for  i*jv.  A4:io  is  in  the  margin  |bj;|  k>^^. 
to  which  is  added  in  Greek  tv  Buaj «£«,  iv  Bnaktot.  N6w 
this  marginal  Syriac  reading,  which,  as  written  inRidley*s 
manufcript,  appears  to  be  an  erratum  for  ai;}oj  j;^:^,  is 
the  well'  known  alteration  of  Origen,  who  corredied 
Bii3'awa  to  BuS-aSaf  A,  which  is  foAjnd  in  all  our  prefent 
editions '°^  And  it  is  probable  that  this  reading  was 
foon  adopted  in  the  Greek  manufcripts  of  Alexandria^ 
though  Bethania  is  the  reading  both  of  the  old  Latin, 
and  of  the  Vulgate.  .  It  may  be  here  remarked,  that 
^nxZa^a.  and  Btio&wa,  for  BfiS-aSflef »  and  B^S-avta,  is  Syriac 
pronunciation,  for  the  Syrians  pronounced  A*o,as  if  it 
were  written  <ao^°*.  V.  39.  for  ^icJAic?  001,  quod  di- 
citur,  is  the  marginal  reading  wQioA*J!  001,  quod  eft,  that 
is,  0  ff*  for  oAfygrai,  a  reading  which  is  found  in  no 
Greek  manufcript,  nor  even  in  the  Latin.  V.  40.  for 
0Z.J0,  et  venerunt,  is  in  the  margin  \LsoioZ.|,  venerunt 
igitur,  that  is,  yiX^ay  av,  the  reading  of  many  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts, and  of  the  Coptic  verfion.  It  is  true  that  the  ' 
Latin  Codex  Vercellenfis  has  likewife  this  reading,  but 
it  cannot  be  faid  to  be  a  latinizing  reading,  as  it  is  not 
pnly  wanting  in  other  Latin  manufcripts,  but  is  found 
in  the  Mofcow  manufcript  noted  r. 

Ch.  ii,  I.  to  the  words  expreffive  of  Cana  in  Galilee, 
is  added  in  the  margin  the  following  paffag^,  i^A  j^iQ^o 
JZoAa^o?  i^ViA^  jooi  cjiao!  l\^  ^oiii  Jooi,  et  vinum  non  ha- 
bebant  quia  defecit  vinum  convivii,  which  in  that  place 
is  unfuitable  to  the  context ;  and  in  Imaller  Syriac  cha- 
radtefs  is  a  note  from  a  later  hand,  fignifying  that  this 
addition  is  found  in  other  copies  of  the  Philoxenian  ver- 
fion^°%  but  in  no  Greek  manufcript.  Wetftein  fays, 
that  it  is  contained  in  Latin  manufcripts,  but  it  may  be 
afked  in  which^""^  ?  The  Ethiopic  verfion  has  at  the  end 
of  the  verfe  a  fimilar  addition^"^.  V.  8.  o-A-j  ^?^oi, 
ipfi  aufem  tulerunt,  agreeably  to  the  reading  of  the 
Coptic  verfion,  and  of  feveral  Greek  manufcripts,  which 
have  Qi  Si  nvsyxaj^,  but  this  reading  is  neither  in  the  Vulgate, 
nor  in  the  old  Latin.  To  the  Greek  MSS.  quoted  by 
Wetftein,  maybe  added  two  Mofcow  manufcripts,  which 

no 
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no  one  will  fulpeft  of  having  been  corrupted  from  the 
Latin.  V.  i  i.  is  oi^q-oi  jj^oi,  fie  credidenint,  for  a\\yyr(^ 
et  crediderant,  but  «T«f  twi^ivvxy  is  in  no  Greek  inanu- 
fcript.  Ver.  1 5.  to  U>^J^»  fl^ellum,  is  added  the  mar- 
ginal reading  y*|»  quafi,  agreeably  to  the  text  of  the 
Vulgate,  and  of  feveral  important  Greek  manufcripts, 
which  have  woiJKrair  taq  f  f  aycAAwp,  but  it  cannot  be  term- 
ed a  latinizing  reading,  becaufe  it  is  found  in  Origcn. 

Ch.  iii.  6.  jlo;  ,-:co  }*^  ^  which  would  be  expreffed 
in  Greek  1%  t8  vJarof  xot*  tx  wytviAatro^^  the  reading  of  no 
Greek  manufcript  now  extant.  V.  8.  ^ij  Jo-y  oj,  aut 
quo  vadat,  agreeably  to  the  old  and  new  Latin  verfions^ 
and  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  which  has  n  tsth  wretyu. 
This  is  the  firft  example  in  favour  of  Wetftein's  accufa- 
tion.  V.  1 1 .  is  a  reading  which  Wetftein  has  invert- 
ed, afcribing  to  the  margin,  what  is  really  in  the  text ; 
in  the  latter  is  '^^-^^^f  ?  r:'^^^*^  that  is,  a  oiiafjuv^  which  is 
found  in  no  Greek  manufcript,  .in  the  former  is  ^-<nj,  to 
denote  that  it  ought  to  be  0  oiiafAn,  the  reading  of  all  our 
manufcripts,  and  editions.  After  ver.  36.  is  added  in 
the  margin  ^-i-^a*  oai  >cAA*|  ,-Aoi  ;Z^oo,  which  would  be 

exprefied  in  Greek  by  xai  jxer«  rctvrae.  va^tioBn  0  luotvyr^^^ 

which  being  found  in  no  manufcript,  or  verfion,  is  evi- 
dently a  fcholion,  and  was  probably  intended  as  fucK. 

Ch.  iv.  I.  in  the  margin  is  l^i^,  Dominus,  for  ^ckju^ 
Jefus,  in  the  text :  the  former  is  the  common  reading  of 
the  Greek  manufcripts,  which  have  xuftof,  but  the  latter 
is  both  in  the  old  and  the  new  Latin  verfion.  V.  23. 
\;}^}  \a^^,'  that  isi  ty  TsrvsufAotri  rmq  oAnd'iia;,  a  reading 
which  has  no  other  evidence  in  its  favout,  and  which 
Wetftein  has  omitted.  V.  25.  ^^J^^^ro  that  is  oii»fAtv, 
for  which  Wetftein  quotes  fi^c  manufcripts,  and  among 
them  the  Codex  Stephani  i»,  but  though  he  particularly 
fufpefted  this  manufcript,  the  reading  in  queftion  could 
not  have  been  taken  from  the  Latin,  becaufe  it  is  found 
in  the  Coptic  verfion^''',  and  in  two  Mofcow  manu- 
fcripts quoted  by  Matthai,  whereas  the  Codex  Brixienfis 
is  the  only  Latin  manufcript,  in  which  it  has  been  dif- 
covered.     V.  43.  Wijo,  that  is,  x»^  ux^cir*",  the  reading 

of 
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of  the  Coptic^",  and  of  the  old  Syriac,  from- which  the 
Philoxenian  had  deviated  in  having  jZjo.  V.  45.""ow 
ro::^.?  _*c7ii^.  qui  viderant  omnia  quje  fecerat,  which  cor- 
rcfpdnds  to  the  common  Greek  reading,  whereas  the 
te^t  itfelf  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion  has  here  no  word, 
expreffive  of  tsmtcl^ 

It  is  evident  from  thefe  examples,  firft,  that  the  manu- 
fcripts  collated  by  Thomas  had  not  been  altered  from  the 
Latin  verfion,  fecondly,  that  they  were  allied  to  the 
Coptic  veriion ;  thirdly^  that  they  were  not  the  four 
manufcripts,  on  which  Wetftein's  conjefture  fell,  none 
of  which  have  fo  many  deviations  in  thfefe  few  chap- 
•  ters^'';  and  fourthly,  that  one  of  the  manufcripts  col- 
lated by  Thomas,  had  probably  readings  of  little  value. 

For  the  firft  extrafts,  that  were  given  of  thefe  mar- 
ginal readings  of  the  Philoxenian  verfion,  we  are  in- 
debted to  Wetftein,  who  quotes  them  under  the  title 
Verfio  Syriaca  in  margine.  He  took  a  journey  to  Eng- 
land in  1746,  in  order  to  collate  the  manufcript  of 
Ridley,  on  which  he  bcftowed  only  fourteen  days.  It 
were  to  be  wifhed  that  he  had  employed  the  interval, 
which  he  had  confined  within  too  narrow  hmits,  in 
faithfully  tranfcribiog  all  the  readings  which  had  been 
collated  by  Thomas ;  but  he  appears  to  have  been  too 
fanguine,  and  too  partial  to  his  favourite  fyftem.  He 
complains,  that  after  having  expected  to  find  the  extrafts 
of  three  or  four  manufcripts,  whofe  antiquity  exceeded 
a  thoufand  years,  which  might  confirm  the  genuine 
readings  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  he  met  with  the  mor- 
tifying difappointment  of  difcovering  only  the  readings 
of  the  Itala,  or,  which  he  fuppofed  to  be  the  fame  thing, 
thofe  of  the  Codd.  Alex.  Cant.  Ephr.  and  Stephani  u'. 

That 

P  As  It  may  appear  incredible  that  a  critic  fliould  Vrite  in  this  man* 
ner,  I  will  fubjoin  Wetftein's  own  words,  taken  from  p.  112  of  his  Pro- 
legomena. £re6bus  fui  in  fpem  uno  intuitu  videndi  tres  aut  quatuor 
codices  Graecos  mille  annorum  setatem  fuperantes,  atque  genuinam  lee- 
tionem  aflerturos*  Quid  invenerim  paucis  exponam,— Dici  autem 
non  poteft  quam  vehementer  perculfus,  atque  ex  magna  fpe  deturbatus 
faerim,  cum  viderem  plerafque  omnes  iftas  variantcs  lefliones  ex  ver-  ^ 
iione  Itala,  li#c  eft,  ut  puto,  ex  iplis  quos  fupra  defcrip/i,  codicibus 
i)u.C.  J>.  etX.  eiTe petltas. 
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'  That  his  extrads  are  neither  complete,  nor  accurate,  ap- 
pears from  the  preceding  examples,  taken  from  the  four 
firft  chapters  of  St*  John. 

With  refpedt  to  the  Evangelifts,  we  can  at  prefent 
have  recourfe  to  the  fource  itfelf,  fince  Profeffor  White 

:  has  publiflied  Ridley's  manufcript,  with  all  the  va- 
rious readings  that  are  written  in  the  margin.  And 
thofe  who  wifti  to  have  complete  information,  muft 
have  recourfe  to  this  work,  as  extrafts  have  hitherto 
been  given  from  it  in  no  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament''*.  But  Ridley's  manufcript  of  the  Philoxe- 
nian  verfion  contains  not  all  the  various  readings  of  the 
Greek  manufcripts,  which  were  collated  by  Thomas,  as 
appears  from  the  Roman  manufcripts  examined  by  Ad- 
ler,  who  found  irt  one.  of  them''%  Matth.  xx.  28.  the 
well  known  addition  in  the  ninth  feftion  of  the  fixth 
chapter  accompanied  with  the  following'  important  re- 
mark: *  In  the  ancient  copies,  (viz.  of  the  Syriac)  this 
is  ufually  found  only  in  the  fifty-third  chapter  of  St. 
Luke,  but  in  the  Greek  MSS.  it  is  in  this  place  alfo, 
for  which  reafon  it  is  here  added.'  More  examples  of* 
various  readings,  contained  only  in  the  Roman  manu- 
fcripts may  be  feen  in  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XVIII. 
p»  175 — 178'*^  In  (hort,  this  is  a  fubjeft  Jn  which  we 
are  flill  in  a  ftate  of  infancy^ '^ 

243.  Tigurinus,  noted  56  in  thefecond  part'ofWet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul, 
written  by  Zwingli  in  1 5 1 6,  for  his  own  private  exercife 
in  the  Greek  language.  Wetftein  fuppofes  that  it  was 
copied  from  the  firft  edition  of  Erafmus.  If  this  opinion 
be  true,  I  know  not  why  he  has  quoted  the  Cod.  56 
among  the  other  manufcripts  bf  the  Greek  Teftament: 
on  the  other  hand,  if  the  opinion  be  erroneous,  it  is  ex- 
traordinary that  he  has  fo  feldom  quoted  it 'I'. 

244.  Trin,  thus  abreviated  and  quoted  by  Mill,  is  a 
manufcript  belonging  to  Trinity  Hall  in  Cambridge''^: 
in  the  third  p4rt  of  Wetftein'sN.T.  it  isLeftionarium  5, 
with  the  contents  of  which  1  am  no  further  acquainted, 
than  tliat  Mill  hasgiven  extradtsfrom  it  in  the  firft  epiftle 
of  St.  Peter,  and  firft  epiftle  of  St.  John* 

^45.  Trit. 
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245.  Trit.  or  Trithemii,  noted  96  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T. ,  a  manufcript  of  the  Gofpel  of  St, 
John,  written  by  the  celebrated  Abbot  Trithemius  **% 
and  at  .prefent  preferved  in  the  Bodleian.  The  firft  ex- 
tracts from  this  manuicript  were  printed  in  the  London 
Polyglot,  whence  they  have  been  tranfmitted  into  other 
colleftions.  Griefbach  has  again  collated. the  third  and 
fourth  chapters  of  St.  John :  but  he  relates  that  it  is 
not  free  from  orthographical  errors. 
.  246.  Fragmentum  Tubingenfe,  noted  98  in  the  firft 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T. ,  but  he  gives  no  account  ei* 
ther  of  its  contents,  or  its  collation.  Now  Bengel  quotes 
Fragmentum  vetuftiffimum  in  bibliotheca  academise 
Tubingenfis  on  John  i.  40.  42.  [yet  Wetftein,  in  his  lift 
of  errata,  p.  219.  fays,  Tubingenfe]  lege  Turicenfe, 
five  Tigurinum  canticorum  Luc.  i.  et  ii.  pfalterio  literis 
uncialibus  fcripto  adjeftorum.  This  is  mere  conjedture. 
At  prefent  we  have  more  certain  accounts  of  it,  from 
the  following  work,  written  by  Frofeflbr  Reufs,  Defcrip- 
tion  of  feiveral  manufcripts  in  the  Univerfity  library  of 
Tubingen,  1778^".  It  is  nothing  more  than  a  fingle 
quarto  le;af  of  thick  vellum,  written  on  both  fides,  which 
a  book-binder  had  placed  before  the  works  of  Gregory 
of  Nazianzus,  and  mutilated  it  in  cutting  the  leaves  of 
the  volume.  It  contains  only  John  i.  38 — 50.  and  even 
in  thefe  few  verfes  are  chafms,  occafioned  by  the  fault  of 
the  book  binder. 

247 — 249.  The  three  following  manufcripts  were 
originally  in  Uffenbach's  library'**,  but  they  are  dif- 
ferently numbered  by  Bengel  and  Wetftein. 

Uffenbachianus  i,  as  noted  in  the  library  itfelf,  and 
as  quoted  by  Bengel,  but  Wetftein  names  it  Uffenba- 
chianus 2,  and  notes  it  in  his  fecond  part  Cod.  ^2  •  ^^ 
is  a  fragment  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  confifting 
only  of  two  leaves,  which  Bengel  ftyles,  *  pervetus/ 
and  Wetftein  refers  to  the  eleventh  century.  In  the  fe- 
cond volume  of  the  Commercium  epiftolicum  Uffenba- 
chianum,  frequent  mention  is  made  of  this  manufcript, 
both  by  Uffenbach  and  Maius,  who  fuppofe  it  to  be 
.    V0L.,IL  Y  ftill 
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ftill  more  ancient.  It  has  a  chafm  from  ch.  iv.  3.  to  xii. 
20.  and  I  am  not  certain  whether  the  three  firft  chapters 
are  complete.  It  has  been  collated  by  Bengel  and  Wet- 
ftein.  This  is  the  only  manufcript  which  has  x®f  *f  -^^j 
Heb.  ii.  9.  a  readii^  which  was  common  even  in  the 
time  of  Origen,  and  which  makes  a  total  akeration  in 
the  fenfe.     This  circumftance  makes  it  pf  importance. 

Uffenbachianus  2,  as  noted  by  Bengel,  but  named  by 
Wetfiein  Uffenbachianus  i ;  it  is  noted  in  the  fecond 
part  of  his  Greek  Teftament  Cod.  52,  in  the  third  45,  . 
in  the  fourth  16 ;  and  contains  the  catholic  epiftles,  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  the'epiftles  of  St.  Paul,  and  the 
A6ts  of  the  Apoftles.  This  manufcript  has  been  like- 
wife  collated  both  by  Bengel  and  Wetfiein,  and  the 
former  has  obferved  that  it  harmonizes  with  theCovel.2, 
defcribed  N"*  106.  Wetfiein  c^lls  it  Codex  adtfiodum 
interpolatus.  It  is  the  only  manufcript  which  has  -ai^i 
u/Awv,  Ephef.  vi.  22.  which  affords  an  excellent  meaning, 
if  the  preceding  verb  be  divided,  namely  yvwtc  into  ym 
T£,  and  we  read  %y»  yvw  n  i^tgh  vfAon/  ?*^, 

Uffenbachianus  3,  noted  loi  in  the  firfl  part  of  Wet- 
flein's  N.  T. ,  a  very  modern  manufcript  of  the  Gofpel 
of  St.  John,  which  Bt^ngel  fuppofed  to  have  been  copied 
froin  a  Bafel  edition,  and  has  therefore  feldom  quoted. 
The  extrads,  which  were  made  from  it  by  Maius,  have 
been  communicated  by  Profeffor  Schultz,  and  printed 
in  the  fecond  volume  of  the  Orient.  Bibl.  N"*  34.  It 
appears  aifo  from  the  account  which  he  has  given  of  it, 
that  it  was  written  by  one  Nicolaus,  a  monk  of  the  mo- 
nafiery  of  Hirfau,  in  the  year  1 500  '**. 

249.  Bibliothecae  S.i/iftoris  Parifiis,  num.  774, noted 
by  Griefbach  Cod.  120,  has  been  defcribed  above,  N" 
236,  under  the  title  Cod.  Stephani»<?'*^ 

250.  UfTerii  i,  noted  63,  in  the  firfl  part  of  Wet- 
tlein's  N.  T. ,  contains  the  four  Gofpels.  In  the  Oxford 
edition  of  Bifhop  Fell,  are  found  extrafts  from  this  ma- 
nufcript in  St.  La;ike  and  St.  John,  but  Mill  has  infert- 
ed  in  his  edition  extradts  from  all  the  four  Gofpels^ 
which  he  Jaad  procured  from  Richard  Bulkely* 

251.  Uffeiii 
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251.  Uflerii  2,  noted  in  the  London  Polyglot  Em, 
and  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.  Cod.  64,  is  z 
neat  copy  of  the  four  Gofpels.  ExtraAs  were  firft  given 
from  it  in  the  London  Polyglot,  where  it  was  noted 
Em.  as  making  probably  the  firft  part  of  a  manufcript 
belonging  to  Emanuel  College,  which  I  have  defcribed 
above^  N**  61.  More  complete  extrafts  were  commu* 
nicated  to  Mill  by  Bulkely  '*^. 

252.  Codices  Laurentii  Valla?,  noted  82  in  the  firft 
part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T. ,  in  the  fecond  51,  in  the  third 
44,  in  the  fourth  5. 

Laurentius  Valla  ^*^  has  written  remarks  on  the  Latin 
New  Teftament,  in  which  he  generally  cenfures  the 
Latin  verfion,  and  obferves  that  this,  or  that  reading  is 
different  in  the -Greek.  This  work,  which  for  the  time 
when  it  was  written,  as  criticifm  was  at  that  time  in  its 
infancy,  has  great  merit,  was  difcovered  in  a  library  by 
Erafmus,  who  under  the  patronage  of  Chriftopher  Fil- 
cher,  protonotary  to  the  Pope,  publiftied  it  in  1505, 
under  the  following  title,  Laurentii  Vallenfis  viri  tarn 
grscse  quam  latinse  linguse  peritifiimi  in  latinam  N.T. 
intcrpretationem  ^nL  collatione  Grsecorum  exemplariiim 
adnotationes  apprimse  utiles.  The  opinion  of  Valla  is 
at  prefent  of  little  importance  :  he  ei^aged  ina  branch' 
of  literature  which  was  entirely  new,  and  of  which  he 
perceived  not  the  full  extent :  he  imagined  therefore 
that  what  he  found  in  a  few  Greek  manufcripts,  was 
contained  in  all,  and,  if  the  Latin  was  different,  that  it 
Ihould  be  condemned  without  a  further  hearing.  Not 
all  the  cenfures,  which  are  in  Mill's  Prolegomena,  §1086, 
10S7,  ApP^^f  to  be  grounded,  and  I  would  rather  retaiu 
<*ini,  Matth.  v.  22«  with  Valla,  than  rejeft  it  in  confor- 
mity to  Mill***.  But  without  entering  further  into 
this. inquiry,  let  us  examine  matters  of  fad,  and  con* 
fider  the  readings,  which  he  actually  found  in  his 
manufcripts. 

Thefe  he  has  no  where  circumftantially  defcribed,  but 
agreeably  to  the  ufuul  pradice  of  the  learned,  when  cri- 
ticifin  was  in  its  childhood,  proceeds  immediatelv  to 

y  2  collate 
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collate  the  Latin  text,  with  manufcripts  unknown  to  his 
readers.  We  are  ignorant  therefore  of  the  number  which 
he  ufed,  of  the  books  which  they  contained,  of  the^age 
in  which  they  were  written,  of  the  library  where  he  found 
them,  and  of  the  place  where  they  have  been  fince  pre- 
ferved.  It  is  therefore  not  impoffible  that  we  often  quote 
Valla  for  a  reading,  which  we  had  before  quoted  from 
another  manufcript,  and  produce  therefore  the  fame  evi- 
dence twice,  under  different  names.  He  collated,  and 
quoted,  not  only  Greek,  but.  Latin  manufcripts.  As  it 
is  probable  that  they  are  ftill  extant,  and  that  a  part  of 
them  at  lead  has  been  confulted,  and  quoted  under  dif- 
ferent names,  a  further  defcription  would  be  unneceffary, 
had  not  the  controverfy,  relative  to  the  celebrated  paf- 
fage,  I  John  v.  7.  occafioned  a  more  minute  examination 
of  various  manufcripts,  and  among  them  thofe  of  Lau- 
rentius  Valla,  which  have  afforded  fubjeA  of  difpute,  in 
regard  to  their  number  and  contents. 
•  Valla  himfelf  fays  on  Matth.  xxvii.  12.  tres  codices 
Latinos,  et  totidcm  Grsecos  habeo,  cum  ha^c  compono, 
et  nonnunquam  alios  codices  confulo.  Now  we  have  no 
reafon  to  fuppofe  that  thefe  included  more  than  the 
Gofpels,  of  which  he  had  three  Greek  manufcripts  in 
his  poffefTion,  but  they  hardly  included  the  whole  New 
Teftament.  Nor  is  this  account  contradided  by  what 
he  writes  on  John  vii.  29.  *  quserebant  eum  apprelien- 
dere.'  Septem  Grseca  exemplaria  legi,  quorum  in  fmgu- 
lis  ita  fcriptum  eft,  *  ego  fcio  earn,  quiaab  ipfofum  et 
ille  me  mifit.  Quierebant  igitur  eum  apprehendere.' 
Ca2te;a  verba  abiimt,  neque  a  Griecis  exemplaribus 
tantum,  fed  etiam  a  plerifque  latinorum.  For  though 
Valla  had  only  three  copies  of  the  Gofpels  in  his  own 
policflion,  he  might  on  this  paffage  have  confulted  feven, 
in  which  the  claufc,  *  et  li  dixero,  quia  nefcio  eum,  ero 
fimilis  vobis  mendax,'  which  is  added  in  feveral  Latin 
manufcripts,  was  not  cpntained.  Wctftein  therefore  had 
no  reafon  to  aflert  that  Valla  wrote,  '  graeca'  by  mif- 
take  for-*  latina  exemplaria,'  fince  Valla  clearly  diftin- 
guiihc^  tb?  Latin  ikom  the  feven  Greek  manufcripts; 

nor 
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nor  on  the  other  hand  was  Martin,  With  other  .advo- 
cates for  I  John  V.  7.  juftificd  in  contending  that  thefe 
feven  Greek  manufcripts  comprehended  the  whole  of 
the  New  Teftament.  The  number  of  manufcripts, 
which  Valla  ufcd  of  the  firfl  epiftle  of  St.  John,  is  not 
to  be  determined  bv  the  number  of  thofe  which  he  had 
of  the  Gofpels  :  the  conclufions  therefore  of  both  Em- 
lyn  and  Martin  were  ungrounded. 

Though  the  manufcripts  of  Valla  are  not  known  to 
us  by  name,  it  is  highly  probable  that  many  of  them 
have  been  again  collated  in  modern  times.  There  i§  no 
reafon  therefore  to  fuppofe  that  they  contained  read- 
ings, that  are  found  in  no  manufcript  with  which  we 
are  at  prefent  acquainted,  and  leaft  of  all  that  they 
had  the  celebrated  palfage  in  the  firfl  epiftle  of  St* 
John,  which  in  fo  many 'manufcripts  has  been  fought 
in  vain.  But  the  advocates  for  this  paflage  have  con- 
tended, that  it  could  not  have  been  wanting  in  Valla's 
manufcripts,  becaufe  he  has  not  remarked  its  abfence 
from  the  Greek  :  a  very  precarious  inference,  fince  it 
might  either  have  been  wanting  in  the  Latin  copy,  with 
which  he  made  the  collation,  or  he  might  ftudioufly 
have  avoided  a  remark  on  fo  delicate  and  controverted 
a  fubjedl,  which  is  the  more  credible,  as  on  other  ac- 
counts he  had  been  greatly  expofed  to  perfecution. 
This  at  leaft  is  certain,  that  from  this  filence  alone' 
we  can  draw  no  pofitive  conclufion.  This  circum- 
ftance  it-would  have  been  unneceflary  to  mention,  if 
the  name  of  VaHa  had  not  been  fp  frequently  intro- 
duced in  the  controverfy  relative  to  the  above^-men* 
tioned  paflage. 

As  it  is  probable  that  the  Codices  Valise  have  Tiot  only 
been  quoted  in  later  ages  under  different  titles,  but  that 
they  contain  the  fame  readings  with  the  Codices  Barbe- 
rlni,  and  other  coUeftions  of  that  nature,  they  ^re^t 
prefent  of  little  importance,  except  in  the  bool^  of 
Revelation,  of  which  the  number  of  manufcripts  is  Iq 
few,  that  the  extrads  of  Valla  are  a  ufeful  acceflion. 

253.  Vaticanus,  noted  B  in  the  three  firft  parts  of 
Wetflein*s  N.  T.   Though  there  are  many  manufcripts 
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of  the  New  TefUmcnt  in  the  Vatican,  fcvcral  of  which 
are  defcribed  in  Blanchini  Evangeliarium  quadruples, 
yet  that  which  is  noted  in  the  Vatican  library  1209,  and 
from  which  the  Scptuagint  was  printed  in  the  year  1 587, 
by  order  of  Sixtus  V.  is  called  in  general  Codex  Vatica- 
nus,  without  any  further  mark  of  diftindkion. 

This  manufcnpt  contained  originally  the  whole  Greek 
Bible,  including  both  the  Old  and  New  Teftament,  and 
in  this  refpeft,  as  well  as  in  regard  to  its  antiquity,  it  re- 
fembles  none  fo  much  as  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  but 
ho  two  manufcripts  are  more  diffimilar  in  their  readings, 
at  leaft  in  the  Old  Teftament  '*'.  After  the  Gofpels, 
which  are  placed  in  the  ufual  order,  come  the  Afts  of 
the  Apoftles,  which  are  immediately  followed  by  the 
feven  catholic  epiftles  :  this  muft  be  particularly  noted, 
becaufe  fome  have  contended  that  the  fecond  epiftle  of 
St.  Peter,  with  the  fecond  and  third  of  St.  John,  were 
wanting.  Profeffor  Hwiid,  in  a  letter  dated  Rome, 
April  12, 1781,  affured  me  that  he  had  feen  them  with 
his  own  eyes,  that  the  fecond  epiftle  of  St.  Peter  is 
placed  fol.  1434,  the  fecond  of  St.  John  fol.  1442,  the 
third  fol.  1443  :  then  follow  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul, 
but  not  in  the  ufual  order.  For  the  epiftle  to  the  He- 
brews is  placed  immediately  after  thofe  to  the  Thefla* 
lonians ;  and  it  is  not  improbable,  that  in  the  more  an- 
cient manufcript,  from  which  the  Cod.  Vat.  was  copied, 
this  epiftle  was  eVen  placed  before  that  tothc  Ephe- 
fians,  and  immediately  after  the  epiftle  to  the  Gala- 
tians'.  For  the  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  are  divicjcd  into 
C3  feftions :  by  figures  written  in  the  margin  with  red 
ink,  but  the  epiftle  to  the  Galatians  ends  with  59,  and 
that  to  the  Ephefians  begins  with  70,  the  epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,  on  the  contrary,  begins  60,  and  ends  with 
69^.  With  the  words  dfAUfjLoy  rw  S-ioj,  Heb^  ix.,14. 
the  manufcript  ceafes,  the  remaining  leaves  being  loft. 
There  is  wanting  therefore  not  only  the  latter  part 
of  this  epiftle,  but  the  epiftles  to  Timothy,  Titus, 
and  Philemon,  with  the  Revelation  of  St.  John  :  but 

this 

9  Probably  becaufe  the  epiflfo  to  the  Hebrews,  as  well  as  the  epiftle  to 
'  the  6alatians,  relate^  to  the  abolition  of  the  Moiaic  law. 
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this  iaft  book,  as  well  as  the  latter  part  of  the  epiftle  to 
the  Hebrews,  has  been  fupplied  by  a  modern  hand  in 
the  15th  century  "'.     In  many  places  the  faded  letters 
have  been  alfo  retouched  by  a  modern,  but  careful  hand  j 
and  when  the  perfon,  who  made  thefe  amendments,  who 
appears  to  have  been  a  man  of  learning,  found  a  reading 
in  his  own  manufcript,  which  differed  from  that  of  the 
Codex  Vaticanus,  he  has  noted  it  in  the  margin,  and  has 
generally  left  the  text  itfelf  untouched,  though  in  fome 
few  examples  he  has  ventured  toerafe  "*.     Befide  Mill 
and  Wetftein,  to  whofe  Prolegomena  I  at  all  times  ta-  • 
citly  refer,  the  reader  may  confult  Pfaff  de  variis  N.  T. 
leftionibus,  cap.  iii.  p.  ^*2' »  Hichtel's  Exercitatio  critica 
de  antiquitate  et  praeftantia  codicis  Romani  prse  Alexan* 
drino,  Jenae  1 734;  and  particularly  the  valuable  accounts 
which  have  been  given  us  by  Profeflbr  Birch,  which 
he  has  communicated  as  an  eye-witnefs,  and  accurate 
collator,  of  this  manufcript,  and  which  I  have  printed  in 
the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XXIII.  N*  351.     He  has  given 
ftill  further  accounts,  in  his  Defcription  of  Greek  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  New  Teftament  "',  publilhed  at  Copen- 
hagen in  1785,  but  as  this  work  is  unintelligible  to  thofe 
readers  who  are  unacquainted  with  Daniih,  I  hope  he 
will  deliver  the  fame  accounts  in  Latin,  in  his  Prolego- 
mena to  the  Greek  Teftament  "*.  To  this  learned  critic 
miifl:  be  added  Blanchini,  who  likewile  fpeaks  as  a  faga- 
cious  and  faithful  eye-witnefs,  and  has  given  extrafts 
from  the  manufcript,  and  a  fac  fimile  of  its  charafters, 
in  the  Evangeliarium  quadruplex,  P.  I.  p.  493 — 496"*. 
Wetftein  had  not  feeti  this  publication  when  he  printed 
his  Prolegomena,  he  could  therefore  derive  no  advantage 
from  this  valuable  work.    If  the  reader  thinks  it  worth 
the  while  to  perufe  a  confutation  of  the  falfehoods  ad- 
.  vanced  by  the  celebrated,  but  ignorant  vaunter,  Ame- 
lotte,  who  aflerted  that  the  Cod^x  Vat icaf^us  contained 
I  John  V.  7.  he  may  confult  the  letters  which  De  Miffyji 
publilhed  in  the  Journal  Britannique  for  the  hotter  part 
of  the  year  1752,  a:hd  the  beginnihg  of  1753. 
.    Jt  is  certain  that  this  manufcript  is  of  yery  high  an- 

Y  4  tiquity^ 
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tiquity,  though  it  has  been  difputed  which  of  the  two  is 
in  this  refpeft  entitled  to  the  preference,  the  Vaticanus, 
or  AlesJandrinus.  As  I  have  never  feen  it,  I  am  unable 
to  take  upon  me  the  office  of  a  judge ;  but  thofe  who 
have  feen,  and  examined  the  Vatican  manufcript,  afcribe 
^  to  it  a  greater  antiquity  than  to  the  Alexandrine.  The 
characters  of  both  manufcript s  refemble  each  other,  ex* 
cept  that  in  the  Cod.  Alex,  they  are  more  elegantly 
formed'*^.  In  the  preface  to  the  Roman  edition  of  the 
Septuagint,  printed  in  1587,  the  editors  even  at  that 
time  alcribed  to  the  Vatican  manufcript  an  antiquity  of 
1 200  years :  they  referred  it  therefore  to  the  fourth  cen- 
tury, a  period  to  which  the  advocates  for  its  great  rival 
refer  the  Codex  Alexandrinus.  The  arguments,  which 
have  been  advanced  by  Hichtel,  though  the]j  are  not 
convincing,  are  the  following. 

a)  *  The  great  fimilarity  of  its  charafters  to  thofe  on 
the  monument  or  pillar  of  Hippolytus ',  which  as  he 
died  in  the  third  century,  muft  have  been  erefted  in 
that  age.' 

How  great  this  refemblance  is,  I  am  unable  to  deterr 
jmine.  Hichtel  has  not  reprefented  it  to  the  eye,  but 
appeals  to  Emanuel  Schelftraten,  who  again  has  left  no 
written  evidence  on  this  fubjeft,  and  all  that  we  know 
of  it  is  from  Burnet's  letters,  from  which  it  appears, 
that  Schelftraten  compared  the  letters  of  the  Vatican 
manufcript,  with  thofe  on  the  monument  of  Hippolytus, 
and  declared  that  they  greatly  refembled  each  other. 
But  if  we  admit  that  the  fimilarity  is  as  great  as  is  con- 
tended, the  criterion  is  infufficient  to  determine  the  par- 
ticular century,  and  Ihews  only  in  general  that  the  ma- 
nufcript is  very  ancient  "^. 

b)  *  The  Gofpels  are  not  divided  in  reference  to  the 
canons  of  Eufebius,  but  fimply  by  re,d  figures,  written 
in  the  margin.     The  epiftles  of  St.  Paul  are  written 

without 

'  The  infcription  of  this  monument  may  be  feen.  in  Gruteri  corpus  in- 
fcrjptionum,  fol.  140,  141.  but  as  it  is  printed  in  common  Greek  charac- 
ters, :uld  is  not  a  fac  (imile  of  the  original,  we  are  unable  to  judge  of  tbQ 
^egre^  of  rcfemblaiicc  between  the  characters  therafclves. 
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without  any  fepatation,  in  one  continued  feries,  and  arc 
divided  into  93  fed  ions.  The  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews 
is  placed  before  thofe  wliich  are  called  epiftolse  pafto- 
rales,  an  arrangement  ufual  in  the  time  of  Eufebius, 
that  is,  in  the  fourth  century.  Vid.  Epiphan.  Ha^ref, 
42.  ^ 

Now  this  arrangement  might  have  been  retained  hf 
a  later  copyift,  who  preferved  the  order  which  he  found 
in  the  ancient  manufcript,  from  which  he  tranfcribed^'*: 
for  the  figures,  which  are  found  in  the  epiftle  to  the 
Hebrews,  cannot  be  afcribed  to  the  writer  of  the  Vati- 
can manufcript,  but  have  been  taken  from  the  more 
ancient  copy,  the  numbers  of  which  were  follo^yed, 
though  the  arrangement  of  the  epiftles  themfelves  was 
negledled  *.  After  all,  this  argument  of  Hichtel  applies 
rather  to  the  country,  or  the  edition  of  the  manufcript, 
than  to  the  period  in  which  it  was  written. 

More  moderate,  and  perhaps  more  accurate,  are  the 
fentiments  of  that  great  judge  of  antiquity  Montfaucon, 
who  in  his  Bibliotheca  bibliothecarum,  p.  3.  refers  the 
Cod.  Vat.  to  the  fifth,  or  fixth  century,  and  adds  that, 
though  he  had  feen  other  manufcripts  of  equal  antiquity, 
he  had  found  none  at  the  fame  time  fo  complete. 
Blanchini  is  of  the  fame  opinion,  for  he  has  written 
over  the  fac  fimile,  *  fcriptus  videtur  ineunte  fieculo 
quinto  :*  and  to  this  opinion  we  are  warranted,  by  the 
formatioa  of  the  letters,  to  afTent. 

So  far  in  regard  to  the  antiquity  of  this  manufcript. 
With  refpeft  to  its  internal  excellence  "%  I  prefer  it  to 
the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  and  (hall  continue  to  do  fo, 
till  I  am  convinced  that  this  preference  is  unjuft.     The 

text 

•  The  opinion  which  Hichtel  advances,  §  20.  that  at  Icaft  fome  of  the 
Gofpels,  or  epiftles  in  the  Vatican  MS.  were  copied  immediately  from 
the  Autographs,  or  the  originals  themfelves,  will  be  hardly  received  by 
any  one,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  fubjeft.  It  is  evident  from  the 
numbers  written  in  the  margin,  which  in  the  epiftle  to  the  Hebrews 
correfpond  not  to  the  arrangement  of  the  epiftles  themfelves,  that  the  Cod. 
Vat.  is  a  copy  of  a  more  ancient  manufcript,  which  contained  not  fmgle 
Gofpels,  or  epiftles,  but  the  whole  canon  divided  into  fe6tions-  It  could 
therefore  have  been  no  autograph. 


34<J  MSS.  of  fie  Greek  Tefiamenf.     ch*ap.  vni. 

text  of  the  Septu^int  is  undoubtedly  much  purer  in  the 
Vatican,  than  ih  the  Alexandrine  manufcript,  and  in 
the  New  Teftament,  charges  which  have  been  juftly  laid 
,to  the  latter^,  have  never  been  proved  againft  the  for- 
mer. It  i$  true  that  accufations  have  not  been  wanting: 
Mill  and  Grabe  contended  that  it  latinized,  but  this  has 
-never  been  confirmed  by  any  folid  argument,  for  its 
agreement  in  many  readings  with  the  old  Latin  verfions, 
is  no  proof  of  its  having  been  corrupted  from  them. 

Wetftein  has  brought  feveral  arguments  againft  the 
purity  of  the  Cod.  Vaticanus.  He  appeals  to  Erafmus, 
who  condemns,  many  of  its  readings  as  latinizing.  But 
the  bare  affertion  of  Erafmus,  without  proof,  is  not  to 
be  admitted,  e(pecially  as  he  lived  in  an  age  when  cri- 
ticifm  was  in  its  infancy,  and  has  too  frequently  deter- 
.mined  in  favour  of  thofe  readings,  which  are  found  only 
in  the  moft  modern  manufcripts.  But  what  Erafmus 
has  faid  of  a  latinizing  Vatican  manufcript,  is  impro- 
perly applied  to  the  manufcript  in  quellion%  unlefs  Eraf- 
mus 

»  Erafmus,  in  the  preface  to  his  laft  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
has  a  paiTage,  which  is  generally  fuppofed  to  relate  to  the  Codex  Vati- 
canus.    He  firft  aflerts  that  a  manufcript  prcfcrved  in  the  Vatican,  and 
written  in  capital  letters,  lus^becn  altered  from  the  Latin  after  the  Flo- 
rentine council,  which  was  held  in  order  to  form  a  jun^Vion  between  the 
Greek  and  Latin  churches:  but  he  fpeaks  of  it  merely  fiom  hoiriky, 
laying  •  talis  adhnc  dicitur  adfervai^i  in  bibliotheca  pontifkia  majufcuUs 
'  defer! ptis  Uteris.'    Now  it  does  not  appear  from  thefe  words  ?ilone  that 
Jie  meant  that  Vatican  manufcript  in  pafticular,  which  is  the^fubje^l  of 
our  prefent  inquiry,  though  a  parallel  paflage,  quoted  in  the  third  fee- 
tion  of  this  chapter,  makes  it  not  imprc^ble  that  he  had  it  at  leaft  in 
view*    On  the  other  hand,  unlefs  he  was  groflly  miftaken,  he  could  not 
mean  the  Codex  Vaticanus  :  if  it  ht  aiked  what  manufcript  he  meant,  if 
he  meant  not  this,  I  am  unable  to  anfwer  the  queftien,  and  Blanchini> 
in  the  note  to  P.  I.  p.  495.  fays  the  very  ianie.    Afterwards,  Erafinus 
oppofes  to  that,  which  he  had  before  mentioned^  another  Vatican  ma- 
nufcript, faying  *  quod  fi  nds  urgent  authoritate  Vaticanse  biWIiotbecsc, 
Codex,  quern  fecutus  eft  in  N.  T.  Francifcus  Cardinalis  quondam  To- 
letanus  non  modo  fuit  ejufdem  bibliothecae  verum  etiam  a  Leone  X' 
miifus  eft,  ut  hoc  veluti  bonx  fidei  exemplar  iniitarentur.    Atqut  is  pene 
per  omnia  confentit  cum  mea  editione,'    If  then  this  manufcript  is  the 
fame  as  that  which  Leo  X.  fent  to  Alcala,  and  Erafmus  has  given  fii- 
vouraWe  accounts  of  its  readings,  it  cannot  be  faid  to  be  ahtini^g 
manufcript.  .       "        ' 
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mus  imagined  that  it  was  written  after  the  Florentine 
council,  which  if  he  really  fuppofed,  he  was  guilty  of 
a  grofs  miftake^**.  Wetftein  appeals  alfo  to  an  ailertion 
of  Bentley,  who  was  in  poffeffion  of  extra^s  from  the 
Codex  Vaticanus  '*%  and  who  frequently  declared  to  his 
friends,  that  it  agreed  in  almoft  all  refpe<5ts  with  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus.  If  Bentley  meant  this  of  the  read^ 
ing  of  the  Vatican  MS.  it  is  a  very  extraordinary  afler- 
tion,  *  becaufe  it  is  Well  known  that  the  Cod.  Alex,  ma- 
terially differs  from  moft  other  manufcripts,  and  that  in 
the  Old  Teftament  at  leaft,  the  readings  of  the  Vatican 
are  diametrically  oppofite  to  thofe  of  the  Alexandrine. 
But  perhaps  Bentley  meant  nothing  more,  than  what 
muft  be  ftriking  to  every  man,  that  no  two  manufcripts 
are  fo  fimilar  to  each  other  in  antiquity,  charatters,  and 
contents.  But  though  in  thofe  refpefts  fo  fimilar,  yet 
in  regard  to  their  readings,  they  may  be  as  difcordant  in 
the  New  Teftament,  as  m  the  01d*♦^  Laftly,  he  ap- 
peals to  Matth.  V.  22.  and  x  Johniv.  3.  in  which  places 
the  Cod.  Vat.,  in  conjudion  with  the  Vulgate,  pmits 
ttxn  and  xs^s-oy  tv  «*«fxi  AuXv^ora.  Wkh.  refpedt  to  the 
firft,  and.  moft  plaulible  of  thcfe  examples,  I  readily  ad- 
mit, that  the  omiffion  of  «xu  is  a  fault :  but  if  it  be  al- 
leged as  a  proof  of  corruption  from  the  Latin,  it  muft 
have  proceeded  not  from  the  old  Latin,  but  from  the 
corre&ed  Vulgate  of  Jerom,  for  before  his  time  many, 
or,  as  I  would  engage  to  prove,  moft  of  the  Latin  ma- 
nufcripts bad  *  fine  cauffa.*  But  a  manufcript  of  fuch 
high  antiquity  will  be  hardly  fufpefted  of  having  been 
altered  from  the  Vulgate.  Befides,  is  it  not  poflible  that 
the  writer  of  this  manufcript  might  have  omitted  cixn, 
even  though. he  had  never  feen  the  Latin  verfion?  If  it 
was  written  in  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  the 
writer  was  a  contemporary  of  Jerom  :  and  the  fame  ie- 
vere  principles  of  morality,  which  induced  the  learned 
father  to  expunge ;« ix^j,  and  to  declare :  omnis  iras  occafio 
toUitur :  radendum  eft  ergo  *  fine  caufla'  quia  ira  veri 
juftitiam  Dei  non  operatur :  a  morality  which  in  that  age 
Yf^  widely  propagated  in  the  Chrifti^n  world,  might 

^have 
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have  likewife  induced  our  tranfcriber  to  make  the  fame 
ott^iflTion.  It  feems  as  if  the  very  mention  of  this  manu- 
fcripty  of  which  Bentley  had  refufed  to  communicate  his 
extrafts,  excited  Wetftein's  indignation,  of  which  we 
need  no  other  proof,  than  what  he  fays  himfelf,  p.  .24. 
of  his  Prolegomena,  that  he  had  requefted  thefe  extrads, 
not  in  the  hope  of  difcovering  in  them  genuine  read- 
ings, but  merely  with  the  view  of  dcmonftrating  that 
the  manufcript  itfelf  was  of  no  value,  if  this  is  not 
to  condemn  unheard,  and  through  pure  prejudice,  I 
•  know  not  what  deferves  the  name  ^'^. 

According  to  the  account  given.  byHichtel,  §  24. 
the  letters  of  this  manufcript  are  in  many  places  faded, 
and  have  been  retouched  by  a  modern  hand,  which 
probably  in  fome  cafes  has  been  produdlive  of  error.  Le 
Long,  p.  160.  of  his  Bibliotbeca  facra^'",  fays,  on  the 
evidence  of  Renaudot,  hie  codex,  in  quo  multa  reperi- 
untur  manu  recent iori  emendata,  non  eft  adeo  antiquus, 
nee  bonge  notse,  cum  erratum  fepe  fit  ab  antiquario,  ut 
ad  me  fcripfit  teftis  ocuJatus  E.  R.  qui  eum  infpexit  et 
diligenter  examinavit.  .  Blanchini,  who  quotes  this  paf- 
fage,  anfwers,  p.  593,  594.  the  objeAions  which  Le 
Long  had  made  to  its  antiquity,  but  that  the  manu- 
fcript has  been  corrected  by  a  modern  band,  he  feems 
to  confirm  by  his  very  filence,  and  fince  Wetilein  has 
confirmed  the  account  by  two  other  witnelles,  one  of 
which  was  Schoepflin,  it  is  no  longer  to  be  doubted^- 
In  the  ufe  therefore  of  extracts  from  the  Cod.  Vat.  it  is 
neceffary  to  make  an  accurate  diftindion  between  the 
readings  of  the  firft,  and  thofe  of  the  fecond  hand. 

It  is  generally  fuppofed  that  this  manufcript  was  ufed 
by  the  editors  of  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  and  even  that 
this  edition  was  almoft  entirely  taken  from  it.  This  opi- 
nion is  grounded  partly  on  feveral  paflages  in  the  pre- 
faces to  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  in  which  the  editors 
boaft  of  having  received  from  the  apoftolic  \ibrary  of 
Pope  Leo  X.  very  ancient  and  valuable  manufcripts ", 

which 

■  In  the  preface  to  the  N.  T.  thejr  fay,  •  illud  Icftorum  non  latesrt, 
nen  qiuevis  exeraplaria  impreifioiu  huic  archetypa  fuilTe,  fed  antiquil- 

fima 
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which  had  afforded  them  great  affiftance*;  partly  on 
fome  expreffions  of  Erafmus,  which  are  fo  conftrued  as. 
if  the  Pope  had  commanded  the  editors  of  this  edition 
to  follow  one  of  the  beft  Vatican  MSS.  in  particular. 
Fiom  thefe  data  Mill  has  formed  a  complete  hiftory  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  Complutenfian  editors,  in  which 
he  afcribes  to  them,  as  matter  of  faft,  what,  in  his  opi-  * 
nion,  they  might  or  (hould  have  performed  :  and  on  the 
fuppofition  that  they  chiefly  followed  the  Codex  Vati- 
canus,  he  has  felefted  an  hundred  readings,  which  he 
believed  to  have  been  immediately  taken  from  it,  though 
I  will  not  pofitively  atfirm  that  he  means  this  manufcript 
in  particular,  fince  the  account,  which  he  has  given  in  his 
Prolegomena,  §  1090,  is  not  perfeftly  clear;  and  no 
man  will  take  the  pains  to  follow  him  in  this  inquiry, 
becaufe  he  produces  on  mere  conjecture,  and  without 
the  leafl:  evidence,  four  or  five  hundred  readings  as  taken 
from  a  manufcript  which  he  had  never  feen. 

It  is  not  impoffible  that  the  Cod.Vat.  was  in  the  number 
of  thofe  which  were  fent  toAlcala  by  Leo  X.  and  even  that 
which  was  particularly  recommended  by  him  :  this  how- 
ever is  certain,  that  the  Complutenfian  Bible  very  fre- 
quently differs  from  it,  and  therefore  that  we  cannot  con- 
clude h-om  the  readingsof  the  one  to  thofe  of  the  other'*^ 
I  relate  this  on  the  authority  of  Blanchini,  whofe  words  I 
will  fubjoin  in  a  note^  ;  and,  as  far  as  relates  to  the  Sep- 
tuagint,  every  man  can  determine  for  himfelf,  by  com- 
paring  the  Roman  and* Complutenfian  editions.  The  lat- 
ter I  have  frequently  found  more  corredt  than  the  former. 

The 

fima  emendatiirimaque,  ac  tantae  praeterea  vetuftatis,  lit  fidem  eis  abra- 
gare  nefas  vKleatiir:  quae  fanftiifimus  in  Chritto  pater  et  dominus  nofter 
Xeo  X.  pontifex  maximus  huic  inftituto  favere  cupiens  ex  apoftolica  bib- 
liotheca  edadla  miiit  ad  ReverendiiTimumDominumCardinalem  Hifpaniac.* 
More  paffages  may  be  (ttn  in  Wetftein, 

'  Qui  nobis  in  hoc  negotio  niaximo  fuerunt  adjumento,  as  Cardinal 
Ximenes  exprefles  himfelf  in  the  Prologue  addrefled  to  Leo  X. 

y  Falluntur  qui  putant  ad  folum  exemplar  ex  bibliotheca  Vaticana  Aip- 
pcditatum  a  Leone  X.  fuam  editionem  exprimendum  curafle  Ximenium 
cumab  ipfa  fsepifTime,  fa6ta  a  nobis  collatione,  defle£)'at. 

Evangellarium  Quadruplex.  P.  !•  p.  495. 


•#/ 
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The  Vatican  manufcript  has  been  collated  more  than 
once.     Lucas  of  Bruges,  in  bis  edition  of  the  four  Gof- 
pels,  has  inferted  the  cxtrafts  which  were  made  by  Wer- 
ner of  Nimiiegen  :  it  has  been  likewife  quoted  by  An- 
tonlus  Agellius  and  Johannes  Maldonatus;  and  what 
Wctftein  could  feled,  from  thefeand  other  publications, 
may  be  feen  aipong  his  various  readings.     The  moil 
complete  extracts  were  thofe. which  Bentley  procured; 
and  as  Wetftein  could  not  obtain  them,  it  were  to  be 
wiihed  that  the  whole  colleftion  were  publiflip d  ^.  Pro- 
ieflbr  Birch  has  again  collated  it  in  1 781,  and  difcovered 
very  important  readings,  which  had  been  overiooked  by 
his  predeceffors,  dncj  the  complete  extracts  which  he  has 
made  from  it  we  are  to  expedt  in  the  Copenhagen  edi- 
tion of  the  Greek  Teftament.     It  has  been  mentioned 
above,  that  the  Abbe  Spoletti  deiigaed  to  publifli  an 
exa(5t  impreflion  of  this  manufcript,  that  he  delivered  for 
that  purpofe  a  memorial  to  the  Pc^e,  but  that  the  in- 
quifition,  to  which  the  propofal  was  referred^  refufed  its 
aflent.     Later  accounts  afcribc  the  refufal  to  Reggie, 
.the  prefent  Prefedt  of  the  Vatican ;  but,  whatever  be  the 
caufe,  it  feems  that  v/e  have  little  hope  of  feeing  this 
manufcript  in  print,  unlefs  the  Pope  interpofes  his  au- 
thority, and  appoints  a  committee  of  learned  men  to 
fuperintcnd  the  publication. 

254.  Vaticanus  165,  noted  58  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wecfl^ein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  cpiffles  s  but  Wetftein, 
though  he  has  numbered,  does  not  quote  it. 

255.  Palatino-Vaticanus,  n.  .171.  noted  25  in.  the 
fourth  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the 
whole  New  Teftament,  written  in  the  beginning  of  the 
14th  century.  Amelotte,  in  the  French  tranfiation  of 
the  New  Teftament,  has  quoted  feveral  of  its  readings, 
as  far  as  relates  to  the  book  of  Revelation ;  and  thefe 
have  been  copied  by  Wetftein.  i 

Bcfide  thofe  yvhich  have  been  here  defcribed,  there  are 

many  ipanufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament  preferved  in 

,the  Vatican.    Thofe  which  were  collated  by  Car j'Ophilus 

havfe  been  already.defcribed  under  the  title  Codices  Bar- 

^       .  ,  '      berini, 


SECT.  VI,,       MSS.  of  the  Greek  Tejiament.  351 

berini,  though  our  accounts  of  them  are  fo  imperfed:, 
that  we  are  unable  to  afcertain  from  what  particular 
manufcript  each  particular  reading  was  feledted.  Fur- 
ther information,  in  regard  to  the  Vatican  manufcripts, 
I  am  at  prefent  unable  to  communicate ;  but  if  this  edi-. 
tion  of  my  Introduftion  had  been  deferred  two  years 
longer,  I  (hould  have  been  able  to  derive  affiftance  from 
the  expefted  Copenhagen  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
mcnt  ^. 

256 — 271,  Velefiani  XVI,  noted  Cod.  iii.  in  the 
firft  paft  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  but  in  the  three  other 
parts  Wetftcin  has  not  numbered  them,  becaufe  he  held 
them  to  be  unworthy  of  quotation. 

Petru5  Faxard,  Marquis  of  Velez,  collated  fixteen 
manufcripts^  eight  of  which  were  borrowed  from  the 
library  of  the  King  of  Spain,  and  wrote  from  them  va- 
rious readings  in  his  copy  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  but 
without  mentioning  what  manufcripts  in  particular,  or 
even  how  many  in  general  were  in  favour  of  each  quoted 
reading.  This  coUedion  fell  into  the  hands  of  Mariana, 
who  found  their  coincidence  with  the  Vulgate  fo  re- 
markable, that  they  excited  his  fufpicion,  of  which  an 
account  may  be  feen  in  Wetftein.  In  fhort,  Mariana 
fpeaks  of  them  in  fo  doubtful  and  unfavourable  a  man- 
ner, that  Wetftein  is  unjuft  in  fuppofing  that  he  was 
guilty  of  an  impofture"".  Mariana  gave  the  coUedion 
to  de  la  Cerda,  who  printed  them  in  the  ninety- firft 
chapter  of  his  Adverfaria  facra.  From  this  work  they 
have  been  copied  by  the  editors  of  the  London  Polyglot 
by  Amelotte,  Fell,  Mill,  and  Bengel.  Wetftein  has 
numbered  them  in  his  catalogue,  but  not  quoted  them. 

The  Velefian  readings  agree  in  almoft  all  cafes  with 
the  Vulgate,  and  of  thofc  examples,  which  differ  from 
the  printed  text  of  the  Vulgate,  many  are  found  in 
Latin  manufcripts,  as  my  late  .father  has  fhewn  in  his 
TraAatio  critica  de  variis  leftionibus  N.  T.  caute  col- 

ligendis, 

2  i>ubito  utnim  Mariana  naalx  fidel^  an  impeii^is  potius  poftulandu$ 

fit.  '  •  ■ 
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ligendis*,  who  has  quoted  paflages  for  that  purpofe,  from 
a  manufcript  of  the  Latin  Bible,  which  belonged  to  Dr. 
Ludwig,  They  have  even  manifeft  errata,  which  can 
be  afcribed  only  to  the  Latin  :  for  inftance  Lukex.  30. 
mfOL^MvoAVy  inilead  of  MfroXxtm  tlie  reading  of  all  other 
Greek  manufcripts.  Here  it  is  evidentthat '  fufcipiens,' 
the  reading  of  the  Vulgate,  had  been  falfely  written  in 
'ibme  Latin  manufcript  *  fufpiciens,'  and  that  fome  per- 
fon,  who  corrected  the  Greek  from  the  Latin,  altered, 
in  confequence  0/  this  erratum,  u^roAotCwp  to  0Lv»Zxncm, 
In  the  coUeftion  of  Velefian  readings  alone  we  find  •nroXi^ 
for  043t«p«iiv,  Afts  xvii,  6.  which  again  muft  be  afcribed 
to  the  Latin.  The  old  Latin  MSS.  had  in  general '  or- 
bem  terrarum,*  feveral  *^  orbem'  alone,  which  in  the 
modern  Vulgate  has  been  falfely  written  *  urbem,*  and 
hfence  arofe  the  Velefian  reading  zsroXty. 

Hence  it  follows  that  Velez  made  ufe  of  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts  that  had  been  altered  from  the  Latin  "°.  But 
it  is  a  very  extraordinary  circumftance,  that  all  his  fix- 
teen  manufcripts  (hould  latinize  in  fo  great  a  degree,:  it 
has  been  therefore-  fuppofed  that  he  feledted  thofe  read- 
ings which  coincide  with  the  Vulgate,  and  omitted  all 
thofe  which  differed  from  it.  The  conjefture  is  not  im- 
probable, though  it  feems  to  be  weakened  by  what  my 
father  has  related  in  the  eighty-feventh  paragraph  of  the 
above-mentioned  diffcrtation,  that  fome  of  the  Velefian 
readings  are  found  neither  in  the  printed  Vulgate,  nor 
in  any  manufcripts  of  the.Latin  Bible  hitherto  examined. 
When  he  colleiied  thefe  examples,  he  had  not  ktn  the 
Evangeliarum  Quadruplex,  for  both  publications  ap- 
peared in  the  fame  year ;  it  might  have  been  therefore 
conjediured  that  they  would  be  found  in  the  manufcripts 
publiftied  by  Blanchini.  But  on  a  careful  examination, 
I  have  found  that  feveral  of  the. Velefian  readings,  which 
my  father  could  difcover  neither  in  the  printed  Vulgate, 
nor  in  any  Latin  manufcript,  are  likewife  wanting  in  the 

Evangeliariura 

*  §  87 — 90.  in  which  the  Velefian  readings  are  accurately  examined, 
and  to  which  thofe  readers  muft  have  r^courfe  who  would  invefti^te 
this  lubje6t. 
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Evangeliarium  Quadruplex.  Matth.  vi.  8.  Velez  has 
tliriioxf^triy  but  the  Vulgate,and  ail  the  other  Latin  ver- 
fions,  *  quid  opus  fit,*  in  the  prefent  tenfe :  Matth.  x.  3* 
Velez  has  Kavv»»o?  for  A<SSa»oc,  but  the  Latin  verfions 
have  either  *  Lebbeus/ or  entirely  omit  the  name  of  the 
Apoftle :  Cannaeus  is  found  in  none.  It  is  true  that 
they  have  Cananseus,  or  Chananaeus,  but  this  corre- 
fponds  to  KotrnviTfigy  not  to  AfiSCaio?.  Matth.  xvi.  3.  a  Ve- 
lefian  manufcript  omits  xa«  w«*,  cvifAsgov  ;^f </awv,  wuf  j a^£i 
yof  a-fvyvoi^coy  0  apavof,  an  omifEon  obfervable  neither  in 
the  Vulgate,  nor  in  any  old  liatin  verfion :  ver.  6.  aVelef. 
MS.  omits  auTOK,  which  is  found  in  the  Vulgate,  and 
in  all  Blanchini's  manufcripts.  Matth.  xviii.  23.  a  Ve- 
lef.  MS.  omits  A\)Tii  after  Sa\b)¥  likewife,  in  opposition  to 
the  Vulgate,  and  the  MSS.  of  Blanchini :  and  Matth, 
xix.  9.  has  fAfi  for  u  /eak,  whereas  the  Latin  verfions  have 
either  *  nifi,'  or  *  excepta,*  (caufa  adulterii).  To  avoid 
prolixity,  I  mention  no  more  examples,  and  I  confefs 
that  the  matter  is  ftill  doubtful. 

Wetftein,  who  was  at  all  times  too  much  inclined  to 
fufpeft:  an  impofture,  contends  that  Velez  collated  not 
Greek,  but  Latin  manufcripts,  a  circumftance  which 
was  either-unknown  to  Mariana,  or  which  he  has  con- 
cealed. Further,  that  Mariana,  who  found  thefe  read- 
ings noted  in  the  margin  of  the  third  edition  of  Stephens, 
in  the  preface  to  which  mention  is  made  of  fixteen  col- 
lated Greek  manufcripts,  falfely  afcribed  to  Velez,  what 
has  reference  only  to  Stephens. 

Now  the  feveral  parts  of  the  accufation  correfpond  to 
each  other  very  imperfeftly  :  and  it  is  impofiible  that 
Mariana  could  miftake  the  printed  preface  of  Stephens, 
for  the  hand-writing  of  Velez.  All  the  proofs  that  are 
alleged  by  Wetftein,  in  fupport  of  his  conjedture,  amount 
to  nothing  more,  than  that  the  Velefian  manufcripts  had 
been  altered  from  the  Latin,  not  that  they  were  tliem- 
felves  Latin;  and  his  firft  argument,  which  is  drawn 
from  the  bad  Greek  obfervable  in  thefe  readings,  proves 
rather  againft  Wetftein  himfelf,  as  it  is  more  reafonable 
to  afcribe  this  bad  Greek  to  an  ignorant  tranfcriber  of 

yoL.IL  Z  the 
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the  middle  ages,  than  to  the  Marquis  of  Velez.  All 
objeftion  duly  weighed,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Vele^ 
a<9:ually  ufed  Greek  manufcripts,  that  fome  of  them  had 
been  in  many  places  altered  from  the  Latin,  and  that 
though  he  did  not  propofe  to  feleft  merely  fuch  readings 
as  confirmed  the  text  of  the  Vulgate,  yet  he  preferred 
ia  general  thofe  which  correfponded  to  it  *^*. 

272.  Vigncrii,  noted  104  in  the  firft.  part  ofWet- 
ftein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  formerly 
in  the  poffeffion  of  Vignier,  and  collated  by  Bigot.  His 
extracts  were  inferted  by  Wetftein  in  his  Greek  Tcfta- 
ment. 

273.  Vindobonenfis  2,  noted  N  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  fragments  of  the  book  of 
Genefis,  and  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke,  but  of  the  latter 
only  chapter  xxiv.  13 — 21.  and  J9 — 49  "*.  Wetftein 
placed  it  in  his  catalogue  merely  on  account  of  a  lingle 
reading,  which  Lambecius  had  quoted  from  it^  and 
which  Wetftein  held  for  a  manifeft  erratum  ^ ;  but  this 
is  not  fo  obvious,  for  the  reading  is  very  defenfible. 
This  reading  is  r«J<8ff  txarew  i^woi^t*,  Luke  xxiv.  13. 
and  it  is  certain  that  Emmaus  was  not  fixty,but  an  hun- 
dred and  fixty  ftadia  from  Jerufalem,  though  there  was 
another  town  of  the  fame  name,  which  lay  nearer.  In 
my  Hiftory  of  the  Refurreftion,  p.  225— -231,  I  have 
treated  this  fubjeft  more  at  lar^e  "* :  the  reading  is  very 
ancient,  though  it  is  not  genume,  but,  as  I  believe^  a 
correftion  of  Origen  "%  of  which  more  examples  will 
be  given  chap.  x.  feft.  3.  In  Blanchini  Evangeliariura, 
quadruplex.  P.  L  p.  501,  fome  account  is  given  of  this 
manufcript,  and  a  fac  fimile  of  itscharafters^^^  Tref- 
chow,  who  refers  this  fragmtant  to  the  feventh  century, 
has  printed  the  whole  of  it  in  hisTentamen  defcriptionis 

-coditum  Vindobonenfium,  p.  124—127'". 

274.  Vln- 

b    His  words  are,  v.  13-  pro  r«^»c  ifwtoyr*  fcriptam  eft  c^^  «•• 

Tov  s^Korm,  qiiem  manifeftum  erroi^em  etiam  ille  ipfe,  cujus  manu  codex 

cxaratus  eft,  agnovit,  ideoque  fingulis  vocis  fxccnr  Uteris  ^v^h,  fttpeme 

impofuic  argentea  pun^a,  ut  fignificaret  totam  illam  vocem  ddendam 

cfle.    But  how  did  Wetftein  know  that  thefe  points  were  added  by  the 
cpjpyift353  > 
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274.  Viniiobonenfis  28,  in  Mill  Vien,  for  Viennenfis, 
and  in  Maftricht*s  Greek  Teftament  Caef.  for  Casfareus, 
noted  76  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  the 
fecond  49,  in  the  third  43,  contains  the  whole  New 
Tellament,  except  the  Revelation,  It  is  not,  as  Mill 
relates,  written  with  uncial,  but  with  fmall  Greek  let- 
ters, of  which  a  fac  fifnile  is  given  in  the  firft  plate  an- 
nexed to  Trefchow's  Tentamen.  Thofe  who  refer  this 
manufcript  to  the  tenth  century,  afcribe  to  it  the  utmoft 
antiquity  that  can  be  admitted,  and  it  is  more  than 
Trefchow  allows.  Gerhard  of  Maftricht  collated  this 
manufcript  in  1690,  during  the  time  that  he  refided  as 
minifter  at  the  court  of  Vienna.  Mill,  who  procured 
extracts  from  it  without  the  knowledge  of  Maftricht, 
afcribes  them  to  his  countryman  Aftie,  but  thefe  are 
much  lefs  complete  than  thofe,  which  were  afterwards 
inferted  in  Maftricht's  own  edition,  and  -thence  tranf- 
ferred  to  the  edition  of  Wetftein  ''*.  Trefchow,  though 
he  has  not  collated  this  manufcript,  has  yet  obferved  a 
reading,  that  was  overlooked  by  Maftricht ;  his  collation 
therefore  was  not  perfeftly  exadl"^ 

275.  Vindobonenfis  29,  (not  22,  as  in  Wetftein) 
noted  77  ill  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  a  manu- 
fcript of  the  four  Gofpels,  brought  from  the  library  of 
King  Johannes  Corvinus.  Wetftein  quotes  it  on  Matth. 
vi.  13.  and  for  that  reafon  has  afligned  it  a  place  in  his 
catalogue.  Trefchow  lias  defcribed  it  in  his  Tentamen, 
p.  27 — 32,  and  given  extrafts  of  its  readings  in  the 
Golpel  of  St.  Matthew.  According  to  his  defcription, 
it  has  been  corrected  by  four  different  hands,exclufive  of 
the  firft,  one  of  which  has  erafed  the  whole  verfe  John 
V.  32.  except  aAAo?  frti^,  and  fubftifuted  jtAa^ufw^  is-eg* 
^/A8,  xAt  oiio^  OT*  aKft^mq  ipv.  A  fixth  has  written  in  the 
margin  on  Matth.  vi.  13,  the  following  Latin  note  in 
Gothic  characters, "  Nota  bene,  *  quia  tuum  eft  regnum, 
&c.'  defideFari  in  multis  codicibus  ^^^" 

276.  Vindobonenfis  i,  noted  57  in  the  fecond  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  in  Trefchow  Lambecii  i,  contains 
the  whole  Greek  BibJe  ;  but  it  is  defedive  from  Key. 

z  2  XX* 
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XX-  7.  to  the  end"*'.  It  was  brought  hy  Bulbeck  from 
Conilantinople.  Wetftein  quotes  it  Matth.  vi.-i3-  but 
I  am  not  certain  whether  he  has  ever  quoted  it  in  the 
cpifties  '**.  It  is  written  by  four  different  hands,  of  which 
the  fame  that  wrote  the  Pentateuch  wrote  alfo  the  New 
Teftament.  Trefchow  has  given  a  foe  fimile  of  all  four, 
defcribed  the  manufcript  p.  57 — 61,  and  added  extrafts 
from  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans  ^  He  is  of  opinion  that 
It  latinizes,  on  which  fubjeft  the  reader  may  confult  my 
Orient.  BibL  Vol.  VI.  p.  18  '^ 

.  Thefe  were  all  the  Codices  Vindobonenfes,  which  I 
was  able  to  defcribe  in  the  fecoqd  edition,  and  two  even 
of  tliefe  deferved  hardly  a  place  in  a  catalogue  of  col- 
lated manufcripts.  The  following  have  been  collated 
by  Mr.  Trefchow,  who,  as  well  as  Mr.  Fleifcher,  was  a 
native  of  Norway,  and  formerly  one  of  my  pupils.  After 
he  had  finiftied  his  ftudies,  he  quitted  Gottingen,  and 
entered  on  a  literary  and  critical  journey,  the  refult  of 
which  he  communicated  to  the  world  in  his  Tentamen 
defcriptionis  codicum  veterum  aliquot  Grsecorum  Novi 
Foederis  manufcriptprum,  qui  in  bibliotheca  Caefarea 
Vindobonenfi  affervantur,  publiftied  at  Copenhagen  in 
1773  :  fo  excellent  a  work,  that  every  one  who  reads  it 
muft  wifh  that  the  author  would  devote  hi mfelf  entirely 
to  literature,  and  not  remain  fimple'  minifter  of  a  con- 
gregation ;  and  that,  inftead  of  confining  himfelf  in  Co- 
penhagen, he  would  fpend  his  time,  m  imitation  of 
Wetftein,  in  critical  wanderings.  The  wifli  will  hardly 
be  fulfilled,  but  the  pleafure,  which  I  have  derived  from 
two  fuch  excellent  pupils  as  Trefchow  and  Fleifcher, 
who  referable  each  other  not  only  as  being  natives  of 
the  fame  country,  but  as  being  pofleffed  of  an  equal 
Ihare  of  learning,  is  already  great ;  and  as  I  am  able  to 
enrich  this  Introduction  with  the  fruit  of  their  labours, 

niy 

c  As  an  amendment  to  what  I  have  written  chap.  vi.  £t€t.  10.  relative  to 
the  pofition  of  the  three  verfes  Rom.  xvi»  25 — 27.  it  may  be  noted  from 
Trefchow,  that  they  are  wanting  in  this  manufcript^  both  at  the  end  of 
the  fourteenth,  and  at  the  end  of  the  fifteenth  chapter'^'* 
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my  readers  will  pardon  me  when  I  exprefs  the  fatisfeftion 
which  I  feel. 

277.  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  34,  is  a  manufcript  of 
the  A6ts,  Epiftles,  and  Revelation,  and  was  in  the  begin- 
ning of  the  fixteenth  century  the  property  of  Arfenius, 
Archbifliop  of  Nfalvafia  in  the  Morea.  Trefchow  de- 
fcribes  the  manufcript  as  very  ancient,  but  this  feems  not 
to  bp  conftrn^ed  by  the  characters,  of  which  he  has  given 
2^fac  fimile,  Jt  has  correftions  of  different  kinds,  and 
it  is  probable  that  feveral  of  them  ^re  critical  conjedtures 
of  a  former  proprietor.  See  the  Orient.  Bibl,  Vol.  Vf. 
p.  19 — 2i^*^\  Profeflbr  Hwiid  has  defcribed  it  ftill 
more  accurately,  and  has  given  the  mod  minute  extrads 
'from  it  in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  in  his  Libellys  cri- 
ticus  de  indole  codicis  Lambecii XXX IV.  Havnise  1 785. 
It  has  a  great  refemblance  to  the  Mofcow  manufcript  1. 

278.  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  35,  contains  the  Ads 
and  the  Epiftles,  and  was  written,  apcordipg  to  Treff 
chow,  in  the  twelfth  century.  Its  readings  are  not  im- 
portant. Many  of  them  I  have  found  in  the  Complui- 
turn  editipn,  even  where  it  is  not  quoted  by  Wetflein. 
It  belongs  therefore  to  that  clafs  of  manufcripts,  which 
were  principally  ufed  by  the  Spanifti  editors.  And 
this  edition  is  of  fuch  importance,  that  it  is  ufeful  to 
know  the  manufcripts  which  are  allied  to  thofe  from 
which  it  was  chiefly  taken,  whether  we  difcover  them  in 
Spain,  Vienna,  or  in  Copenhageii  ^^^^ 

279.  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  36,  cpntains  the  fame 
books  as  the  preceding,  and  appears  to  have  been  vvrit*^ 
ten  in  the  eleventh,  or  twelfth  century  ^^"^^ 

280.  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  37,  contains  likewife 
the  fame  books.  Trefchow  has  takep  from  it  only  four-r 
teen  various  readings  ^^', 

The  other  Vienpa  nianufcripts,  which  Trefchqw  has; 
defcribed,  but  not  cpllatfed,  belong  not  to  the  prefent 
catalogue'^'. 

281.  Wakiani  Codices,  are  fo  called  rs  having  for- 
merly belong^  tp  Wake,  Archbifliop  of  Canterbury, 

?  3  who 


/ 
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who  bequeathed  them  to  the  library  of  Chrift  Church  in 
Oxford  "^ 

That  wliich  is  noted  73  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  is  fuppofed 
to  be  700  years  old,  and  was  a  prefent  from  Mauro 
Cordato,  Prince  of  Wallachia.  Wetftein  procured  ex- 
trafts  of  it  from  John  Walker. 

282.  Wakianus,  noted  74  in  the  firft  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  brought 
from  mount  Athos,  extrafts  of  which  were  communi- 
cated to  Wetft?ein  by  the  fame  perfon. 

283.  Wakii  I,  noted  26  in  the  fourth  part  of  Wet- 
ftein^s  N.  T.,  contains,  befide  other  matters,  which  are 
foreign  to  our  prefent  pufpofe,  the  Revelation  of  St. 
John-  It  was  collated  by  Cafpar  Wetftein,  and  Walker 
refers  it  to  the  eleventh  century. 

284.  Wakii  2,  noted  27  in  the  fourth  part  of  Wet- 
ftein's N.  T.,  contains  the  catholic  epiftles,  (with  ex- 
ception to  the  epiftle  of  St.  James,  and, the  firft  of  St. 
Peter)  the  Revelation  of  St.  John,  all  the  epiftles  of 
St.  Paul,  and  the  Gofpels  as  far  as  Luke  vi.  42.  This 
manufcript  was  likewife  collated  in  the  book  of  Reve- 
lation, by  Cafpar  Wetftein,  for  J.  Wetftein's  edition 
of  the  Greek  Teftament. 

285.  Wheelerianus  i,  noted  68  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetltein's  N.  T.,  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
brought  from  the  Eaft  by  George  Wheeler  "',  and  col- 
lated  by  Mill.  It  has  a  very  remarkable  reading  John 
xix.  34.  tjvoigf  for  ivugc,  in  which  it  coincides  only  with 
the  Vulgate  and  the  New  Syriac  '^*. 

286.  Wheelerianus  2,  noted  9^5  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T.,  contains  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Luke,  be- 
ginning with  chap.  xi%  2,  and  the  Gofpel  of  St.  John^ 
in  which  two  leaves  are  wanting.  It  was  collated  by 
Mill,, 

287.  Wheelerianus  3,  noted  Ledtionarium  3  in  the 
firft  part  of  Wetftein's  N.  T.,  is  an  evarigeliftarium, 
which  was  brought  from  the  Eaft,  and  collated  by  Mill, 
It  is  fuppofed  to  be  750  years  old, 

a88.  Weft- 
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288.  WeftiTjonafterienfis  935,  noted  25  in  the  fecond 
part  of  Wetftein'3  N.  T.,  in  the  third  20,  a  manufcript 
of  the  Afts  and  theEpiftles,  preferved  in  his  Majefty's 
library.     It  was  collated  by  VVetftein  in  1 7 1 6  "'. 

289,  Winchelfeanus,  noted  106  in  the  firft  part  of 
Wetftein's  N.  T„  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels, 
written  in  the  tenth  •century,  and  the  property  of  Lord 
Winchelfea,  It  was  collated  by  Jackfon  **,  whofe  ex- 
trafts  Wetftein  inferted  in  his  GreeH  Teftament,  A  re- 
markable circumftance  is  relited  by  Wetftein  relative 
to  this  manufcriptf  that  an  Arabic  interpretation  of  the 
word  vagxtrxsuy  is  added  Matth.  xxvii^  62,  and  that  its 
readings  agree  with  thofe  of  the  Syriac  verfion,  I  have 
made  the  fame  obfervatio^  in  regard  to  feveral  other 
inanufcriptSj  but  here  we  find  even  the  caule  of  this 
agreement :  for  it  appears  from  the  Arabic  interpreta- 
tion, that  the  manufcript  belonged  to  an  Arabic  Chrif- 
tian;  and. to  the  Ohriftians  of  the  Eaft  the  Syriac  ver- 
fion was  formerly  what  the  Viilgate  is  at  prfefent  in  the . 
church  of  Rome,  {  have  alfo  difcovered  examples  of 
agreement  between  this  manufcript  and  the  New  Syriac 
verfion ;  for  inftaAce  Mark  xii.  20.  is  for  sy  ^",  It  has 
in  general  remarkable  readings,  which  are  found  eithef 
in  no  other  manufcript,  or  only  in  a  few,  but  thofe  of 
good  authority,  of  which  the  omiffion  of  auTK^  Matth. 
^xvil.  60,  is  an  inftance.  Or^e  of  its  readings  appears 
to  be  the  refult  of  a  correftion^  made  to  avoid  an  ap- 
parent difficulty.  The  comq^on  text,  John  xviii.  15. 
is  xoci  9»xxog  jLKjtSfjTiic,  which  is  literally  *  and  the  other 
difciple:*  but  fome  have  fuppofed  this  to  be  impoflible, 
and  for  that  reafon  Erafmus  and  Bengel  have  omitted 
the  article,  in  order  that  the  meaning  might  be  *  ancj 
another  difciple/  The  fame  omiffion  is  obTerved  in  this 
manufcriptj  as  a:lfo  in  the  Codd.  Alexandrinus  and  Can- 
tabrigienfist  ^. 

290.  Woifii 

A  Jackfbn*»  «xtra6h  came  afterwards  into  the  hands  of  de  Miffy,  in 
the  catalogue  of  who(e  library  they  were  numbered  1616.  By  whoii| 
(hey  were  purchafedat  de  lAlSy^s  fide,  or  where  they  are  prisierred  a( 
prefent,  I  know  not  Vf. 

Z4 
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290.  Wolfii  A,  noted  G  in  the  firft  part  of  Wct- 
(lein's  N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  with 
the  following  chafms ;  Matth.  i,  i — vi,  6.  vii,  25 — vii'u 
9.  viii.  23 — ^ix,  2.  xxviii,  18— Mark  i,  13.  Marki,  32 
> — ii,  4.  xiv,-i9 — 25.  Lukei,  i — 13.  v,  4 — ^vii,  3.  viiij 
46 — ix,  5.  xi,  27 — 41.  xxiv,  41.  to  the  end  of  St. 
Luke's  Gofpel :  John  xvii,  5 — 19.  xix,  4 — in.  It  is 
at  prefent  in  the  Britifti  Mufeum,  where  it  is  noted 
Harleianus  5(^84.  Wolf  publifhed  theextrafts  of  this 
manufcript  in  the  third  volume  of  his  Anecdota,  but 
Griefbach,  on  collating  Matth- vi,  6 — ix,  18.  found  that 
feveral  readings  had  been  overlooked.  See  his  Symbola 
CriticsB,  p.  Ixiv — Ixvi. 

291.  Wolfii  B,  noted  H  in  the  firft  part  of  Wetftein's 
N.  T.,  is  a  manufcript  of  the  four  Gofpels,  with  the 
following  chafms  :  Matth.  i,  i — xv,  30.  xxv,  3 — xxvi, 
3.  Mark  XV,  44 — xvi,  14.  Lukqv,  18 — 33.  vi,  8 — 23. 
X,  2 — 19,  John  ix,  JO — x,  25.  xviii,  2 — 25.  xx,  u 

Tlie  two  laft-mentioned  manufcripts  were  brought 
from  the  Eaft  by  Erafmus  Seidel,  after  whofc  death 
they  were  purchafed  by  .La  Croze  %  and  prefented  to 
J.  C,  Wolf  of  Hamburgh.  The  latter  collated  them, 
and  publilhed  their  extrads  in  the  third  volume  of  his 
Anecdota  facra  et  profana,  in  the  preface  to  which  work 
he  has  given  a  defcription  of  them,  and  refers  them  both 
to  the  eighth  century.  Wetftein  inferted  the  extrafts 
in  his  colleftion  of  various  readings,  omitting  however 
thofe  which  he  held  tp  be  errata,  for  inftance  ^anXoyn- 

C»IT£  for  ^OLTToKoym^riTiy  Matth.  VI.    7. 

292.  Wolfii,  or  Jacobi  Fabri  Daventrienfis,  noted 
00  in  the  firft  part  of  Weftein^s  N.  T.,  in  the  third  47  ^ 
contains  the  following  books  of  the  NewTeftament,  in 

thi? 

*  Wolf  dors  not  mention  la  Croze  by  name  in  the  preface  to  his 
Anecdota,  but  defcribes  him  only  as  amicus  integerriraus,  &c.  but  that 

he  meant  la  Croze  is  eMdent  from  the  Thefaurus  epiftolicus  la  Croaia* 
nus,  Tom.  II.  pr  142. 

'    f  Wetftein  has  omitted  it  in  the  fecppd  part  of  bit  N.  T.|  for  which 
I  am  unable  to  ailz^o  a  reafon. 
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this  order,  John,  Luke,  Matthew,  Mark,  the  epiftles 
of  St.  Paul,  the  A6ts,  and  the  catholic  epiftles:  the 
epiftle  of  St.  Jude  is  written  twice,  and  from  two  dif- 
ferent  copies.  The  writer  is  John  Fabcr  of  Daventer, 
who  copied  it  in  the  fixteenth  century,  from  a  manu- 
fcript  written  in  the  year  1293.  It  was  purchafed*  by 
Wetftein  out  of  Wolfs  library,  and  collated  for  his 
Greek  Teftament.  The  ancient  manufcript  of  1293 
was  written  on  mount  Athos,  by  Theodore,  the  fame 
perfon  who  wrote  the  Codex  Wakianus,  defcribed  above 
N*  ^2,  which  is  the  reafon  that  tlicfe  two  manufcripts 
very  frequently  agree  ^'*. 


From  the  preceding  catalogue  of  the  manufcripts  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  I  would  recommend  to  my  read- 
ers to  make  another  in  reference  to  each  book  of  the 
New  Teftament,  noting  thofe  in  which  each  book  is 
contained,  and  at  the  fame  time  diftinguiftiing  fuch  as 
have  been  only  fuperficially  examined,  from  thofe  which 
have  been  carefully  collated.  Without  a  catalogue  of 
this  kind,  they  will  be  \inable,  on  confulting  Mill,  or 
Wetftein,  to  judge  of  the  proportion  of  the  manufcripts 
in  favour  of  a  reading,  to  thofe  which  decide  againft  it. 
If  it  be  afked  why  I  have  not  executed  the  taik  myfelf, 
I  anfwer,  becaufe  I  am  apprehenfive  that  many  might  be. 
diflatisfied  with  the  performance,  as  it  is  often  difficult 
to  determine,  whether  a  manufcript  fhould  be  referred 
to  the  accurately,  or  the  fuperficially  collated  '^^. 

On  the  laft  perufal  of  thjs  feftion  before  it  was  fent 
'  to  the  prefs,  the  queftion  occurred  to  me,  whether  the 
manufcripts  written  on  mount  Athos  are  fimilar  to  each 
other  in  their  readings,  and  belong  to  the  fame  edition ; 
and  what  relationfliip  they  bear  to  the  text  of  Theophy- 
laft,  the  Ruffian  verfion,  and  the  Mofcow  manufcripts. 
But  for  this  feftioft  the  inquiry  would  be  too  prolix"*. 

*  If  I  underftand  rightly  VlTetftein's  expreflion,  ex  cujus  bibliothedi 
^anc  codicem  mihl  comparavL 


36a-  ^  Quotations  from  the  N.  f,  in  the    chap.  ix. 


CHAPTER     IX. 

CP  THE  QUOTATIONS   FROM  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT 
IN  THE  WORKS  OF  ECCLESIASTICAJ-  WRITERS. 

S  E  C  T.     I. 

^he  Fathers^  Heretics^  Enemies  of  (he  Ckriftian  Religmj^ 
and  other  zvriters  who  quote  the  New  Tejtamenty  confi-- 
dered  as  Evidence  for  its  readings.     '      ■ 

^TpHE  third  kind  of  evidence,  which  may  be  pron 
"*■     duced  for  or  againft  a  reading,   confifts  in  the 
writings  of  the  Ancients,  in  which  palfages  are  quoted 
from  the  New  Teftament, 

The  fii-ft  perfons,  to  whom  our  attention  is  ufually 
direfted  on  examining  tliis  kind  of  evidence,  are  the  an-- 
cient  fathers^  and  to  this  fpecies  of  res^din^s  is  ufually 
given  the  title  of  *  Readings  from  the  fathers,*  becaule 
recourfe  has  been  principally  had  to  th^ir  writings.  But 
they  are  not  the  only  authors,^  whiqh  are  ufed  for  this 
purpofc  'y  for  orthodoxy  is  not  confidered  as  a  neceffary 
qualification  in  thefe  cafes,  and  w^  need  oply  examincj, 
whether  the  quotedauthors  are  poflefTedof  critical  know- 
ledge, and  alter  not  the  New  Teftament  n^erely  0x1  theo- 
logical conjefture.  Even  the  quotations  of  Marcion  are 
of  importance  to  a  collector  of  various  readings,  becauf^ 
many  of  them  might  be  grounded  not  on  a  theological 
hypothefis,  but  on  the  authority  of  manufcripts ;  for  it 
is  an  undoubted  faft,  that  the  heretics  wqre  in  the  right 
in  many  points .  of  criticifm,  where  the  fathers  accufed 
them  of  wilful  corruption**.  There  are  paflages^  ia 
which  Marcion  is  a  very  important  evidence;  for  ex- 
ample, when  he  and  Origen  omit  Laike  xi.  2 — 4.  iij*«« 

,  .  ,  i¥  Toi;  Hgaifoig  .  .  .  yiun^firu  rq  ^tXfifxot  (r»  d^g  ay  afavwxdj 
iw\  TTiq  yif\q  .  •  •  aXKct,  ^virxi  tl^xq  0^0  rs  'Stovyj^s,  Origen  IS 

a  furety  to  us,  that  this  omiifipn  is  not  to  b^  afcribed  to 

MarcioA'Si 

^  See  chap,  vi.  fe^.  u. 
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Marcion*s  herefy,  and  Marcion*s  evidence  informs  us 
that  the  paffage  was  wanting  in  copies  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
lament  in  the  fecond  century.  It  may  be  obferved  in 
general  that  orthodoxy,  and  heterodoxy,  have  little  or 
no  connexion  with  matters  of  criticifm,  becaufe  the  quef- 
tion  relates  not  to  articles  of  faith,  but  to  &d:s,  that  is, 
to  the  readings  that  did  or  did  not  exift  in  the  manu- 
fcripts  of  any  particular  age  :  and  if  the  evidence  of  all 
but  the  orthodox  fathers  is  to  be  rejefted,  we  fhall  have 
very  few  fubftantial  witneffes  remaining.  For  though 
the  catholic  cl\urch  fpeaks  of  a  very  great  number  of  or- 
thodox fathersVye?  very  few  will  be  found,  if  examined 
by  our  own  creed,  who  were  free  from  error. 

Even  the  adverfaries  of  the  Chiiftian  religion  are  quot- 
ed as  evidence  for  a  reading  of  the  Greek  Teftament. 
When  Porphyry  accufed  the  Evangelift  of  falfely  afcril>- 
ing  to  Ifaiah  the  words,  *  I  fend  my  meflenger  before 
thee,'  he  muft  have  undoubtedly  found,  in  his  copy  of 
the  Greek  orSyriac  Teftament,  Marki.  i.  w?  yty^airrM 
IV  Ho-aia  rw  zF^ofnrri.  I  have  purpofely  chofen  this  ex- 
ample, becaufe  Porphyry's  teftimony  is  here  of  great 
confequence  :  for  without  it  the  fufpicion  might  arife, 
that  this  erroneous'  reading  had  been  transferred  from 
one  of  the  Latin  verfions  ^  into  thofe  fix  Greek  manu- 
fcripts  in  which  it  is  found,  fince  five  of  them  are  gene- 
rally fuppofed  to  latinize ''.  But  as  this  paffage  was  an 
objeft  of  Porphyry's  ridicule  in  the  third  century,  it  n)u& 
have  flood  in  Greek  manufcripts,  before  the  Latin  ver* 
fion  can  be  fuppofed  to  have  had  any  influence  on  either 
the  Greek,  or  Syriac  Teftament. 

Knittel  has  recommended '  the  ufe  of  ancient  diplo* 
mas,  in  which  paffages  are  quoted  from  the  New  Tefta- 
ment, 

J  The  Cod.Vercellenfis,  publiflied  by  BUnchini,  has,  Sicut  fcriptumeft 
in  Efeiam  prophetam,  the  Veroneniia,  ficut  Ibriptum  efl  in  Efeia  propheta, 
the  Brixianus,  ficut  fcriptum  eft  in  Eiaia  propheta. 

k  Vaticanusy  Cantabfigienfis,  Bafileenfis,  Colhertinus  2844,  ^^  Mont- 
fortianns, 
'  In  one  of  the  treati&»  ajanexed  to  his  edition  of  a  fragment  of  UI7 
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ment,  in  the  fame  manner  as  we  ufe  the  ancient  fathers* 
There  is  fomething  in  this  thought,  which  at  firft  fight 
recommends  it ;  but  I  believe  that  if  the  propofal  were 
put  in  execution,  it  would.be  attended  with  little  ad- 
vantage to  facred  criticifm,  and  would  afford  only  an 
opportunity  to  men  of  induftry  of  producing  fomething, 
to  which  the  epithet  of  critical  might  be  applied.  A 
diploma,  as  far  as  relates  to  paiTages  of  the  Bible,  wiiich 
are  occasionally  quoted,  is  iiot  entitled  to  the  fame  de« 
gree  of  credit,  as  it  is  in  regard  to  the  matter,  which  is 
its  immediate  objedt.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  com- 
pofer  confulted  the  Bible  for  the  pafla^e,  or  the  fentence 
which  he  introduced ;  and  in  my  opinion  at  leaft,  an 
ancient  father  is  an  infinitely  more  important  evidence, 
than  the  writer  of  a  deed,  that  relates  to  a  matter  of 
property,  or  commerce.  But,  admitting  this  opinion 
to  be  unjuft,  we  ftiould  ftill  derive  from  documents  of 
this  kind  very  little  advantage,  becaufe  thofe,  of 'which 
we  are  in  poffeflion,  were  written  in  the  Weft  of  Europe, 
and  compofed  not  in  Greek,  but  in  Latin.  Even  thefe 
afcend  no  higher  than  the  middle  ages,  and  can  be  ap- 
plied to  no  other  purpofe,  than  to  determine  the  text  of 
the  Vulgate  in  thofe  centuries.  But  if  a  critic  intended 
to  exert  the  fame  diligence  on  the  text  of  thq  Vulgate, 
as  on  that  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  he  would  rather  have 
lecourfe  to  the  great  number  of  Latin  manufcripts  pre-* 
feryed  in  diiferent  libraries,  than  adopt  a  plan,  which  is 
attended  with  fo  much  difficulty*, 


SECT.     IL 


Rules  to  be  obferved  in  making  extraBs  from  the  fVritings 

of  th^  Fathers. 

<hpHE  rules  which  I  Ihall  give  in  this  feftion  apply 
•*    immediately  to  the  ancient  fathers ;  but  with  pro- 
per reftriftions  they  are  likewife  applicable  to  the  here-. 
tics,  and  enemies  of  Chriftianity,  who  have  quoted  the 

New 


•i 


SECT.  II.       fTorks  ef  Ecckftaftical  fFriters.  36^ 

New  Teftament,  and  even,  if  we  follow  the  advice  of 
Knittel,  to  the  ancient  diplomas. 

It  muft  be  remarked  in  the  firft  place,  that  the  quef- 
tion  relates  not  to  the  opinion,  but  to  the  evidence  of  the 
fathers.  We  have  to  inquire,  not  what  reading  they  pre- 
ferred, but  what  they  aftually  found  in  the  nianufcripts 
which  they  ufed.  For  we  are  able  to  judge  of  the  good- 
nefs  of  a  reading  as  well  as  they,  but  the  manufcripts  of 
which  they  were  in  pofleffion  were  much  more  ancient 
than  any  that  arc  now  extant. 

To  illuftrate  what  I  have  above  faid  by  an  example. 
Some  of  the  mod  eminent  critics  have  difputed,  whether 
fixn,  Matt.  V.  22.  be  genuine  or  not,  that  is,  whether 
Chrift  afferted  that  every  man  who  was  angry  with  his 
brother,  or  thofe  only  who  were  angry  without  a  caufe, 
were  liable  to  condemnation.  Eralmus,  Mill,  Bengel, 
and  PfafF  rejeft  «ixt»,  but  Wetftein  feems  inclined  to  re- 
tain it '.  It  is  found  in  moft  of  the  Greek  manufcripts, 
and  in  fome  of  the  old  Latin  verfions  publifhed  by  Blan- 
chini,  namely,  the  Vercellenfis,  Veronenfis,  Corbeienfis, 
and  Brixianus-  It  is  true  that  this  reading  is  omitted  in 
the  Forojulienfis,  but  that  manufcript  contains  properly 
the  late  Vulgate  of  Jerom,  as  I  have  (hewn  in  the  note 
to  chap.  vii.  (eft.  22.  Now  in  this  indance,  even  in 
the  opinion  of  thofe  who  rejeft  nxn,  the  whole  depends 
on  the  accounts  of  Jerom  and  Auguftin.  The  former, 
in  his  note  to  Matth.  v.  22.  fays,  in  quibufdam  codici« 
bus  additur  Jine  caujja.  It  appears  then  from  this  evi- 
dence, that  Jine  caujja  was  found  at  that  time  in  feveral 
manufcripts,  and  therefore  that  it  is  not  an  addition  of 
later  ages.  With  refpeft  to  the  reafon  why  it  was  omit- 
ted in  the  Vulgate,  which  is  not  a  matter  of  evidence* 
but  of  opinion,  he  exprefTes  himfelf  in  the  following 
manner.  Cieterum  in  veris  definita  fententia  e(l,  et  ira 
penitus  tollitur,  dicente  (criptura,  qui  irajcitur  fratri  Juo. 
Si  enim  jubemur  verberanti  alteram  praebere  maxillam, 
et  inimicos  noftros  amare,  et  orare  pro  perfequentibus, 
omnis  irae  occa(io  tollitur.  Radendum  eft  ergo  Jine 
caujja^  quia  ira  viri  juftitiam  Dei  non  operatur.     But 

this 
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this  opinion  is  ungrounded,  for  critical  qucftions  relative 
Jo  what  Chrift  aftually  aflerted,  or  not,  muft  not  be  de- 
termined by  any  fyftem  of  morality  which  we  oujrfelves 
may  happen  to  have  adopted,  and  leaft  of  all  by  princi- 
I^es  fo  fevere  and  extravagant,  as  thofe  pf  Jerom.  The 
pafiage  in  St.  James  has  no  reference  to  the  prefent  in- 
quiry, for  that  relates  to  the  difpleafure  expreiTed  by 
mortals  at  the  commands  of  the  Deity,  which  in  all  cafes 
is  worthy  of  cenfure :  but,  that  angec  in  general  is  a 
crime  is  certainly  not  true,  though  it  would  be  foreign 
to  the  prefent  purpofc  to  endeavour  to  prove  that  af- 
fertibn.  Nor  is  it  irreconcileable  with  the  principle, 
that  we  ought  to  love  our  enemies,  though  Jerom  op- 
pofes  the  one  to  the  other :  for  even  Chrift  himfelf  has 
been  guilty  of  fin,  if  anger  in  general  is  to  be  included 
under  that*  denomination.  It  appears  indeed  that  fe- 
vcral  manufcripts,  even  in  the  age  of  Jerom,  omitted 
fitie  rauja ;  but  when  he  applies  tp  them  the  title  of 
veri,  it  is  evident  that  he  has  no  other  motive  for  fo 
doing,  than  that  the  omiflionxorrefponded  to  his  fyftem 
of  morality.  It  b  likewife  evident  from  the  whole  con- 
nexion, that  thefe  were  Latin  manufcripts :  and  it  is 
remarkable  that  the  very  man,  who  on  all  other  occa- 
fions  attempted  to  correft  the  Latin  verfion  from  the 
Greek  original,  appeals  not  in  this  inftance,  where  he 
takes  a  decided  part,  to  Greek  manufcripts.  This  very 
circumftance  affords  fufficient  ground  to  conclude,  that 
,  he  had  found  no  Greek  manufcript  in  which  tixfi  was 
omitted.  If  confidered  therefore  as  an  evidence,  he  ta- 
citly contradids  what  he  aflerts  as  a  matter  of  opinion. 
Let  us  hear,  however,  what  he  fays  upon  this  fubjed 
on  another  occafion*  In  fpeaking  of  this  paflage'of  St. 
Matthew,  in  his  note  to  Ephef.  iv.  31.  he  again  rejefts 
^ne  cauffiiy  merely  on  theological  grounds,  without  ap- 
pealing to  Greek  manufcripts :  nam  ad  illud  evangelii, 
^icunque  irafcitur  fratri  fuo  fine  cauffhy  reus  erit  judidoy 
jfruftra  eft  additum^w^  caujj'a^  quia  nee  cum  cauffii  irafci 
nobis  conceditur  manifeftiffinie  apoftolo  nunc  dicente, 
amaritudo,  et  furor,  et  ire  tollatur  a  vobis.  It  is  true, 
3  that 
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that  in  his  fecond  book  againft  the  Pelagians",  he  fpeaks 
as  an  evidence  more  than  in  the  preceding  quotatiofis, 
for  he  afferts  that  moft  manufcripts,  that  is,  as  1  under- 
ftand,  Latin  manufcripts,  omit  Jine  caujfa.  His  words 
are,  in  eodem  evangelio  legimus,  qui  irafcitur  fratri  fuo 
fine  caujja^  reus  erit  judicio.  Licet  in  plerifque  codicibus 
antiquis  Jine  cauffa  additum  non  fit,  ut  fcilicet  ne  cum 
caufl^  quidem  debeamus  irafci.  But  it  feems  as  if  the 
£eal,  which  he  exerted  in  confuting  the  heretics,  pre- 
vented him  from  examinitig  the  words  with  the  fame 
accuracy,  as  he  difplays  in  his  expofition  of  the  Bible, 
This  at  lead  is  certain,  that  moft  of  the  manufcripts  of 
the  old  Latin  verfion,  which  Blanchini  was  able  to  dif- 
cover>  hsLVtJine  caujfa^  and  Jerom  himfelf,  though  he 
cenfures  the  reading,  quotes  thefe  words  as  a  part  of  the 
common  text. 

Another  evidence  on  this  fubjeft  is  Auguftine,  who 
in  his  Tradationes,  Lib.  L  19. ,  writes  as  follows,  codi- 
ces GrsBci  non  habent^>f^  caujfa,  ficut  hie  pofitum  eft, 
quamvis  idem  ipfe  fit  fenfus.  Here  it  is  evident  that 
Auguftin  acknowledges  tacitly,  that  Jine  caujfa  was  the 
common  reading  of  the  Latin  verfion :  and  when  he  ap- 
peals to  Greek  manufcripts,  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  he 
aftually  had  recourfe  to  them  in  proof  of  his  aflertion, 
but  muft  conclude,  that  he  interpreted  what  Jerom  had 
faid  of  manufcripts  in  general,  as  applying  to  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts in  particular.  The  only  inference  therefore  to 
be  deduced  from  what  he  fays  on  this  fubjeft  is,  that 
he  has  difcovered  no  manufcript  of  the  Latin  verfion> 
In  which ^^  caujfa  was  omitted. 

In  the  following  chapter  I  (hall  take  notice  of  the 
critical  conjectures  of  the  ancient  fathers:  but  whenever 
they  ceafe  to  appear  in  the  character  of  fimple  witnefles, 
the  readings  which  they  propofeare  of  no  more  authori- 
ty, than  thofe  recommended  by  modern  critics.  And, 
if  thefe  readings  were  found  in  printed  editions,  an4 
even  in  Greek  manufcripts,  yet  if  we  were  certain, 
that  they  were  not  contained  in  the  moft  ancient  nianu- 

fcripts, 

•  Vol,  IV.  p.  513,  of  Martiany's  edition. 
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fcripts,  but  were  merely  the  refult  of  conje&ure,  wc 
fhould  have  folid  grounds  for  rejeftihg  them.     And  it 
is  a  certain  faft,  that  fcveral  readings  in  our  common 
printed  text  are  nothing  more,  than  alterations  made  by 
Origen,  whofe  authority  was  fo  great  in  the  Chriftian 
church,  that  emendations,  which  he  propofed,  though, 
as  he  himfelf  acknowledged,  they  were  fupported  by  the 
evidence  of  no  manufcript,  were  very  generally  received. 
But  wherever  we  are  certain  that  the  quotations  of  the 
fathers  were  aftually  taken  from  manufcripts,  they  are  of 
very  great  importatice  in  deciding  on  the  authenticity  of 
a  reading,  and  are  in  general  to  be  preferred  to  any  ma- 
nufcript of  the  Greek  Teftament  now  etictant,  the  oldeft 
of  which,  no  man  would  venture  to  place  higher  than 
the  fifth  century.     If  a  father  then,  who  lived  in  that 
age,  has  this  or  that  particular  reading,  it  is  the  fame  as 
if  we  found  it  in  one  of  our  moft  ancient  manufcripts" : 
and  if  he  adds,  that  this  was  the  common  reading  of 
manufcripts,  which  even  at  that  time  were  confidered  as 
old,  it  is  furely  fupported  by  greater  authority  than  if  it 
were  found  in  the  Alexandrine,  or  the  Vatican  manu- 
fcript. But  ihould  a  father  of  the  third  century,  Origen 
for  inftance,  or  even  a  man  of  lefs  learning,  have  found 
any  particular  reading  in  his  manufcript,  no  one  could 
oppofe  to  it,  as  an  evidence  of  equal  weight,  any  one 
lingle  manufcript  that  is  now  remaining.     To  illuftratc 
what  I  have  faid  by  an  example :  If  it  could  be  fhewn, 
that  the  celebrated  paffage,  i  John  v.  7. ,  was  quoted  by 
a  father  of  the   third   or  fourth   century,    I  fliould 
confider  it  as  a  much  ftronger  proof  of  its  authen- 
ticity, than  if  it  were  difcovered  in  our  moft  ancient 
manufcripts :  and  if  it  were  true,  that  Cyprian  had  quoted 

• 

»  Benge]  in  his  Introdu^Vio  in  criiin  N.  T.  §  xxxii.  Obf.  xx.  Confid. 
VI.  has  the  following  remark,— Recentiores  patres  Graeci  finguli  fere  co- 
dicibus  Grxcis  fingulis  sequiparari  pofTunt,  Latini  Latinis.  Antiqui  vero 
et  Graeci  et  Latini  excellentem  habent  au6ioritatem.  Though  I  approve 
the  greateft  part  of  this  rule,. I  woiild  alter  it  in  the  following  manner,— 
Patres  Graeci  inde  a  quinto  fseculo  iinguli  fere  iingulis  codicibus  Grscis 
aeqiriparari  poflunt,  Latini  Latiuisi  &c^ 
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it,  we  fhould  have  the  fame  authority,  as  if  rt  were  con- 
tained in  a  manufcript  of  the  Latin  verfion,  written  in 
the  third  century.  Or,  when  I  find  from  the  teftimony 
of  Origen,  which  I  carefully  diftinguifti  from  his  opinion, 
that  ycf  yfcrti^wv,  Matth.  viii.  28.  a  reading  which  he  him-' 
felf  introduced,  was  in  none  of  the  Greek  manufcripts  of 
his  time,  all  of  which  had  either  ysj acnjvwy  or  yaJajuvwir, 
I  cannot  poflibly  confider  the  prefent  reading  as  genu- 
ine, though  it  is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  very 
many  manufcripts.  For  all  thefe  were  written  much 
later  than  the  time  of  Origen,  and  their  text  has  be6n 
altered  according  to  his  critical  conjefture  :  and  when 
all  the  Greek  manufcripts,  which  Origen  could  difcover 
in  the  third  century,  are  placed  in  one  fcale,  and  thofe, 
that  are  extant  in  the  eighteenth  century,  in  the  other, 
the  former  mufl;  greatly  overbalance  the  latter.  Where- 
ever  I  find  among  the  teftimonies  in  favour  of  a  read- 
ing, the  names  of  Clement  of  Alexandria,  or  of  Origen, 
they  excite  in  me  a  high  degree  of  refpeft.  In  cafes 
therefore,  where  only  a  few  manufcripts,  and  even  when 
no  manufcript  can  be  produced  in  favour  of  the  fame 
reading,  I  am  not  feldom  induced  to  prefer  the  autho- 
rity of  an  ancient  father  to  that  of  all  manufcripts 
written  fince  his  time.  To  mention  only  a.  few  ex- 
amples. The  fifth  verfe  of  the  fourth  chapter  of  St. 
Matthew,  in  one  manufcript  only,  namely  the  Cantabri- 
gienfis^,  is  placed  before  the  fourth  :  the  fame  inverfion 
is  obferved  in  the  Latin  tranllation,  and  in  the  three 
fathers,  Clement  of  Alexandria,  Origen,  and  Eufebius, 
who  cannot  be  accufed  of  a  partiality  for  that  verfion. 
It  may  be  afked,  whether  their  authority  is  not  equiva- 
lent to  that  of  all  other  manufcripts  ? — Luke  xi.  2.  for 
«x6jt«  n  (3oc(riXsi(x  (ra,  Gregory  of  Nyfla  alone  has  ex^ira  t© 
ayiov  uvEVfioc  z(p  n{^x;^^  but  he  quotes  it,  as  if  it  was  the 
common  reading  in  the  manufcripts  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury. - 

His  words  are,  «  »«&»?  nfAOf  t/iro  th  A&xa  t«  auro  vwfAa  a-a^t^t^av  i^fjiwtvtreu^ 
9  TW  BaatXiiav  fiXdsiv  tt^iwv  mf  tu  wvtVfMt,ro^  ovfAfxa^iay  iViCottTM*  Ovrof  yaj  sv  tm 
txuyn  u»yytlki»»  «Tt  Ttf,  iX^stw  h  0a0-iKu»  rv,  eX)&it»,  ^wt,  to  ayiw  vniPfXa 
•  p*  nfuutt, 

Vot.  ir.  A  a 
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tury.  In  Pontus  at  lead,,  or  in  the  country^  la  which 
be  refided,  this,  mtlft  have  lieen  the:  coAimon  reading: 
and  it  is  admirably .  adapted  to  the  thirteenth  verfc^ 
w;  ere  the  Holy  Ghott  is  mentioned  fi;>  as  tp  imply  aa 
allufion  to  the. Spirit  in  the  preceding  part  of  the  dif- 
coi:u-fe.  In  the  feconJ  and  fourth  verfes  q&  the  fame 
chapter,  only  a  few  manufcripts,  in  coryun&ibn  with 
Origen,  omit  the  interpolation  from  St.  Matthew  in  the 
Lord's  Prayer;,  but  then  the  authority  of  Origen,  united 
with  the  nature  of  the  fubjedl  itfelf,  determines  in  favour 
of  the  omiffion^i — Socrates  relates,,  in  his  Ecclefiaftical 
Hidory,  B*.  VIL  3Z«  that  he  had  found  in  ancient  ma- 
nufcripts  o  Au^t  for  o/aji  ^^x^u^  i  John  iv..3..and  the  fame 
reading  is  likewife  quoted  by  Origpn^:  but,,  though  it 
is- found  in  the  Vulgate,,  it  has  hitherto  beeadifcovered 
ia  no-  Greek,  manufcript.  Now  as  this  reading  is  well 
•adapted  to  the  tenor  of  St.  John's  epiftle,  and  to  the 
hiftory  of  the  ancient  heretics p,  I  am  inclined  to  abide 
by  the  authority  of  Origeti,  -and  of  the  manufcripts  of 
Socrates,  than  of  thofe  which  remain  in  the  prefent 
.century, 

Confidered  therefore  from  this  point  of  view^  the  read-^ 
ings  colledled  from  the  writings  of  the  moft  ancient  fa- 
thers, ftiould  be  preferred  to  thofe  which  are  drawn  from 
our  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament^  But  on  the 
other  hand  y.t here  are  cafes  ia  which  the  latter  are  more 
deferving  of  attention,  namely,, whenever  doubts  arife,. 
what  were  the  readings  which  an  ancient  father  found 
in  the  manufcripts  that  he  ufed  ?  Whenever  it  is  ex- 
prefsly  declared,  as  was  done  by  Origen  in  the  preceding 
example,  or  whenever  verbal  commentaries,  are  written 
upon  any  particular  paffagp,  no  ropm remains  for  doubt; 
but  when  a  paffage  is  fimply  quoted  either  in  commen- 
taries, iermons,=or  polemical  difcourfes,- without  an  ex- 
plknal:ion  being  given  of  each  word,,  it  is  often  a  mattej? 
of  iinqertainty,  whether  the  father,>who  niade  t>he.  quo-* 
tation,  found  iri  fiis  manufcript  tliofe  words  preeifely,  a» 
he  has  produced  them  ^ 

It 

P  Whoever  feparates  Jefns  fToni  Chnft,  contends  that  Chriftwas  afpinl 
©f  a  higher  order,  which  united  itfelf  with  Jefuj  at  his  baptifhii  and  dc- 
parted  from  him  bc^fore  the  timt  of  hi^  death* 
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It  muft  be  likewife  obferved,  that  the  writings  of 
the  fathers  themfelves  may  have  been  fometimes  alter- 
ed, either  by  copyifts  or  by  editors,  fo  as  to  pake  thefe 
quotations  from  the  New  Teftament  tally  with  thofe,  to 
which  the  copyifts,  or  editors  themfelves,  were  accuf* 
tomed-,  or  to  which  they  gave  the  preference.  In  ap- 
plying therefore  the  writings  of  the  fathers  to  the  criti* 
cifm  of  the  New  Teftament,  we  muft  particxUarly  endea- 
vour to  procure  correct  editions  of  their  works.  The 
Venetian  edition  of  TheophylaA,  for  inftance,  is  very 
inaccurate,  and  therefore  of  very  little  value  in  facred 
criticifm  :  but  ftiould  any  one  be  difpofed  to  make  ufe 
of  it  for  this  purpofe,  he  would  do  well  to  read  and  ex  - 
amine  the  remarks  in  the  Gottingen  Review  for  the  yeaj 
1762,  p.  1059 — 1063* 

Another  remark^  which  is  neceflary  to  be  made,  h 
the  following.  The  fathers  quote  fometimes  not  a 
whole  paflage,  but  only  fome  few  words  of  it,  which 
relate  in  particular  to  the  fubjedt  in  queftion,  and  with 
thefe  they  intermix  their  own  words :  or  they  quote 
paraphramcally,  fo  as  to  give  the  feiife,  which  they 
afcriSe  to  the  words,  inftead  of  the  words  themfelves  : 
or  they  quote  from  memory,  not  fo  much  attending  to 
the  words  as  to  the  fenfe.  I  will  mention  in  the  note 
fome  few  examples,  in  which  there  is  a  fufpicion  of  this 
kind,  that  renders  the  quotations  lefs  certain  than  they 
otherwife  woxild  be^. 

It 

4  tn  the  i^oilowlng  pa&g6,  Matth.  xxiii.  15.  A^i  <n»i  ftfnrmi^  4f»wn  wt^ 
tHw  yumic  hvT^srtt^  vfxw,  the.  Word  u/m«w  has  affbrded  difficulty  to  many  of 
the  commefltatorsj  and  HeUthann  wilhed  entirely  to  reject  it,  in  (upfportof 
which  he  appealed  to  the  ^idence  of  Juftin  Martyr.  It  is  true  that  juftin 
omits  it,  its  appears  (torn  the  Cologne  edition  of  1686,  p.  350^  but  h« 
quotes  the  pailage  in  to  free  a  manner^  that  we  can  hardly  deduce  any  folid 
reference  ffoih  what  he  has  omitted «  His  words  are,  '  Of  thoie  inde<rd 
(namely  the  profelytes  to  the  Jewifh  religion)  Chrift  alfo  teftifiethj  but  yo^ 
sure,  a6  he  faith^  doubly  children  of  hell :  wt  Ift  IkYXongov  vw  ytmnf,  mc  aortf 

in  the  (econd  homily  of  the  Pfeudo- Clemens,  §  51,  p.  64P,  h  a  ra- 
rioas  reading,  not  noted  by  Wttftein,  /kh  iiI»tk  >r«  aXd^  r«y  n^^^ 

Aa2  '  .  for 
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It  is  true  that  charges  of  this  kind  have  been  fome* 
times  carried  too  far,  and  the  readings  which  are  drawn 
from  the  writings  of  the  fathers,  lets  eftimated  than  they 
deferve.  Critics,  even  of  eminence,  are  not  agreed  in 
their  fentiitients  on  this  fubjeft,  fome  confidering  the 
quotations  of  the  fathers  as  ^curately  tak^n  from  their 
manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  while  others 
believe  them  to  be  inaccurate  and  made  merely  from 
memory'.  There  arofe  a  contspverfy  in  Italy,,  about 
forty  years  ago,  which  gave  rife  to  a  work  on  this 
fubjeft,  in  which  the  opinions  of  the  learned  in  ge- 
neral are  delivered  fo  fully,  as  to  make  it  unne* 
ceffary  for  me  to  fill  a  page  with  hames  and  quo- 
tations. The  caufe  of  this  literary  difpute  was 
the  following  quotation,  made  by  TertuUian  from 
John  i.  13.  qui  non  ex  fanguine,  neque  ex  volun- 
tate  carnis,  neque  ex  voluntate  viri,  fed  ex  Deo  natus  efty 

where 


for  fAij  uhnti  T4C  y^tk^Q^  Mark  xii.  34.  Now  1 60  not  believe  tliat  Clement 
jbimd  this  reading  in  his  Greek  manufcripts,  and  am  perAiaded  that  the 
perfon,  who  fabVicated  the  Clementine  homiiies,  imagined  there  was  a 
kind  of  emphafis  in  the  plural  y^a^i,  as  expreflive  of  two  kinds  of  writ- 
ings, fpurious  and  genuine,  of  which,  according  to  his  account,  the  Pen- 
tateuch confilled.  Thfs  expoiltion  he  introduced  into  the  qnotation,  and 
Wrote  T»  oXij^n  tan  yf*4>fl»»,  *  the  true  parts  of  fcriptnre.*  The  whole  paf- 

^ge  is  QS  follow^}  El  tn^  'vm  yfa/pm»fM9'ti9t9  aXn^v,  *  U  -«pfv)>i,  tOkayosi  0  ^i^MTUtXi? 
n/MW  t\tyt,  ymo-^i  riain^irai  ^qxi/am,  w^  t«v  iv  T«t;  y^tb^if  raw  fta  hmfjua  mr^ 
Vfy^eVi  Ttiwv  ^e  xiC^nXwv.  Kat  rot;  avo  rwy  '^iv^w  yfa^tn  orXayo/Afvotc  ouumhc  'nl 
vXctn;  f^t^ayt  rriy  ainav,  \syw  ha  TtfTe  vTmwc^  fAn  tihrtt  ra  aXi}^  rm  y^ct^* 
«;iyejcEy  ayvourt  luu  tw  hjvafAiv  Ttt  ©fv. 

. '  Another  remarkable  indance  is  the  following :  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  in 
.his  tenth  hook  againft  Julian,  p.  328,  quotes  Rom.  ix.  3 — ^5,  to  prove  that 
iSt.  Paul  h^d  called  Chrift  God :  but  he  has  omitted  many  words,  which 
could  never  have  been  wanting  in  any  manufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
and  therefore  the  quotation  of  Cyril  cannot  conilitute  a  various  reading. 
The  omitted  worrfs  I  will  infert  in  parenthefes.  Bux^fA^  ya^avnq  (iy«), 
i^a-n,  avaSifAA  iaai  ct^tf  (ra)  xt^*^9  ^^H  '''**  *^>^^«'»  /"-w,  rw  cvyytvw  (fAd)  turn 

'  \%x\  trXar^fta),  «y  m   vate^;,  Kat  cf  w  t»  xa/ta,  ftt^  Xf^^^*  *  ^  *'^^  varrf  di«c 

•   tvhoynrog  ti;  rvc  (nwttq,  A/uqy.  Here  are  ten  words  opitted,  beilde  thoCt  whicH 
ftr»  altered^  or  tranfpofe4 
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where  the  verb  being  in  the  fingular  makes  the  whole 
entence  refer,  not  to  thofe  who  are  born  again,  hut  to 
Chrift.  Now,  as  feveral  of  the  fathers  quote  in  this 
manner,  Caftus  Innocens  Anfaldus,  a  learned  monk, 
concluded  that  thefe  words  muft  have  aftually  ftood  in 
ohe  of  the  old  Latin  verfions.   The  opinion  was  not  un- 

f  rounded,  fdr  Blanchini  found  this  very  reading  in  the 
^eronenfian  manufcript,  which  he  afterwards  publilhcd 
in  his  Evangeliarium  quadruplex  Jiut  Petrus  Barzanus 
of  Brefcia  publiflied  a  letter  in  anfwer  to  Anfaldus,  in. 
which  he  contended  th^t  the  fathers  quoted  negligently 
4nd  merely  from  memory,  that  Tertullian  had  here  made 
4  miftake  for  that  very  reafon,  and  that  the  error  had 
crept  from  his  writings  intomanufcripts  of  the  Latin  ver*- 
lion,  of  which  that  of  Verona  was  an  iqllancer  To  thia 
Anfaldus  replied,  in  the  following  work  :  Cafti  Inno- 
centis  Anfaldi,  ordinis  prsedicatorum,  de  authenticis  fa^ 
crarum  fcripturarum  apud  SS.  patres  leftionibus  libri 
duo,  Verona?  1746,  in  which  he  has  difplayed  very  folid* 
fenfe,  an  impartial  love  of  truth,  g.nd  a  knowledge  pf 
what  has  been  written  on  this  fubje€t  even  by  proteftant 
critics,  to  whofe  writings  he  afcribes  their  due  value. 
But,  as  iji  moft  controverfies,  he  carries  the  matter  too 
far,  and,  like  othet  authors  of  the  Romifh  church,  is  too 
partial  an  advocate  for  the  authority  of  the  father^,  which 
he  thinks  it  imprudent  to  diminilh:  aji  opinion  which 
in  other  churches  is  now  laid  afide. 

To  fet  the  matter  in  a  clear  light,  it  is  neceflary  to 
inake  a  diftind:ion  between  thofe  paffages,  which  the 
fathers  exprefsly  declare,  that  they  have  taken  literally 
frorn  manufcripts,  and  thofe  which  they  quote  without 
any  fuch  aflurance.  Of  the  former  we  can  entertain 
no  doubt,  fince  no  man,  without  foUd  proofs^  would 
accufe  the  fathers  of  having  bee^  purpofely  guilty  of 
fallhood.  The  only  cafe,  in  which  \  iufpicion  might 
arife,  is  when  they  are  quoted  in  polemical  writings  j 
for  in  thefe  the  fathers  fometimes  make  ufe  of  a  finelfe^ 
which  in  plain  terms  would  be  called  a  deviation  from 

A  a  3  the 
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the  truth,  though  *  Jerom  defends  in  a  very  plaufible 
manner  this  mode  of  arguing :  but  a  fufpicion  of  this 
kind  muft  not  often  be  entertained.  The  queftion  then, 
which  I  am  to  anfwer,  relates  to  the  fecond  kind  of 
quotations. 

If  we  judge  from  the  praftice  of  writers  in  general, 
and  without  ever  having  read  the  works  of  the  fathers, 
it  is  unrcafonable  to  fuppofe  that  they  have  never  quoted 
either  paraphraftically  or  from  memory.  For  no  author 
would  willingly  inipofe  upon  himfelf  fo  (eyere  a  rule  j 
and  if  this  accuraqr  is  fomctimes  obferved,  we  cannot 
cxpeft  it  in  all  cafes  from  fo  great  a  variety^  of  writers, 
who  lived  in  different  ages,  and  in  different  countries. 
Whatever  Anfaldus  may  affert  to  the  contrary,  it  is  cer- 
tain that  the  AppXlles  and  Evangelifts  themfelves  have 
not  always  preferved  the  words  of  the  Septuagint,  but 
that  they  have  fubftituted  in  fome  cafes,  fynonymous 
expreffiohs,  efpeciallyin  the  fpeeches  recordedin  the  Afts 
of  the  Apoftles,  and  that  they  hjive  fondetimes  quoted 
from  mere  memory.  Why  then  fliall  weexpeft  from 
t\it  fathers  a  greater  degree  of  accuracy,  than  "Was  ob- 
ferved by  the  writers  of  the  New  Teftkment  ?  Nay  it  is  a 
certain  faft,  that  they,  have  committed  vejy  grofs  mif. 
takes  of  niemory,  examples  of  which  are  given  by  Dal- 
laus  in  his  treatife  E)e  ufu  Patrum,  1.  2*  c.  3;  And  if 
*ihey  have  been  guilty  of  error  in  refpeit  to  the  fubjefts 
themfelves,  if  Epiphanius  has  quoted  the  words  *  touch 
me  not,'  as  ufed  by  Chrift  to  his  mother ',  we  may  na- 
turally fuppofe  that  they  have  fometimes  deviated  from 
the  words,  which  ftood  \v\  (h^^r  manufcripts  of  the 
Greek  Teftament. 

But  on  the  other  hand  it  is  certain,  that  they  have  not 
quoted  fo  frequently  from  memory,  as  fome  critics  have 
conjefturcd ;  and  many  fuppofed  miftakes  of  memory, 
cfpecially  in  the  Latin  fathers,  have  been  found  to  be 
nothing  more  than  various  readings,  which  aftually  exift 
in  ancient  manufcripts,  as  appears  from  the  publications 
pf  Blanchtni  and  Sabatier> 

f  John  xx^   17  1^ 
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We  are  not  therefore  'to  rejeft  the  quotation  of  a  fa- 
ther, becaufe  it  differs  from  tlrecommon  text,  but  muft 
iifft  examine  whether  rt  cannot  be  difcovered  in  manu- 
fcripts  of  the  New  Teftament,  and  to  enqt>le  thofe, 
who  haveuccefs  to  mannfcripts,  to  make  this  comparifon 
-with  as  much  eafe  as  poffible,.  we  fhould  endeavour  to 
procure  the  mod  accurate  and  copious  extrads  from  the 
nvritings  of  the  fathers.  If  a  reading  then,  which  had 
•t^he  appearance  of  being  an  error  of  memory,  is  a'ftually 
difcovered  in  mahufcripts,  we  may  without  hefitation 
put  it  down  in  the  lift  of  vario\jis  readings :  its  antiqui- 
ty will  be  determined  by  -the  age,  in  which  the  father, 
who  quoted  it,  lived,;  and  the  manufcripts,  which  con- 
tjiip^rt*  wll  afford  a  fccondary  evidence  of  its  age  and 
■authenticity. 

But  we  muft  not  judge  of  the  writings  of  all  the  fa- 
4:hcrs,  nor  of  all  the  writings  of  the  fame  father  in  the 
iame  manner.  They  may  be  divided  into  three  different 
clafi(es.  -I,  Commentaries,  to  which  may  be  referred 
aHblhofe  difcourfes  which  were  written  as  expcfition3 
•of  parts  of  the  Biblq.  ;2,  Works  of  edificatioj;i.  2n  Pole- 
mical writings.  In  thefirft  it  is  evideat,  that  the  book 
which  is  expovmdcd  is  not  quoted  from  memory,  but 
.that  ilie  author  ia  writing  his  comnsentary^  had  lyi^g 
before  hisi  a  naanufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftaraent.  But 
with  leipeft  to  the  polemical  writings  of  the  fathers, 
ihofe  who  are  acquainted  with  their  jnodeof  difputa- 
lion,  and  know  that  their  principal  objeft  is  fome- 
•times  to  confound  their adverfaries,  rather  than  to  fup- 
.porirthe  truth,  will  refer  the  .quotations,  which  appear  in 
ithefe  produftioDSj  itothe  loweft  clafs.  If  a  father  was  a.Cr 
jquainted  with  mote  tlian  one  reading  to  a  paflage,  he 
woyld  certainly  quote  that  which  beftluited  his  purpofj;, 
«aiKi  wkh  which  be  ;could  iuoSh  eafily  confute  his  oppo- 
nents. It  is  therefore  not  fufficient  to  know  what  reading 
ie  quotes,  but  we  muft  likewife  confider  where  he  quotes 
it :  and  thofe  therefore^  who  colleft  various  readings 
4rom^hp  writings  of  the  ancLent  fathers,  would  dP  WpJl 
X        .  '"  ^  A  a  4  iQ 
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to  point  out  the  book,  chapter,  edition,  and  page,  in  or- 
der to  enable  the  reader  to  form  a  proper  judgement.  . 
Laftly,  it  is  neceflary  to  make  an  accurate  diftinftion 
between  a  quotation  properly  fo  called,  and  a  paffage  of 
fcripture  introduced  and  applied  as  a  part  of  a  difcourfe. 
For  if  a  writer,  in  treating  any  known  doftrine  of  the 
Bible,  ufes  the  words  of  fcripture,  he  is  at  liberty  to  add 
or  fubftract,  to  contraft  or  dilate  them  in  a  manner,  that 
is  beft  adapted  to  the  tenor  of  his  difcourfe.  But  even 
fuch  paffages  are  not  unworthy  of  notice,  for,  if  they 
are  different  in  different  manufcripts,  and  any  one  of 
thefe  latter  coincides  with  the  former,  the  coincidence 
is  not  to  be  confidered  as  a  matter  of  chance.  But 
when  no  manufcript  corroborates  the  reading  in  fuch  a 
paffage,  it  is  entitled  to  no  voice,  in  deciding  on  the 
text  of  the  Greek  Teftament. 


SECT.     Ilf. 
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Divijion  of  the  Fathers ^  according  to  the  languages y  in  which 

they  wrote. 

N  collefting  readings  from  the  works  of  the  fathers,, 
an  accurate  diftinftion  muft  be  made  between  thofe 
who  wrote  in  Greek,  and  thofe  who  wrote  in  another 
language.  Properly  I'peaking,  the  former  only  are  to  be 
confidered,  when  we  feledt  readings  for  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  and  the  latter  immediately  relate  to  the  text  of  the 
verfion,  from  which  they  are  quoted,  unlefs  particular 
mention  be  made  of  the  Greek,  or  the  writer,  like  Jerom, 
made  a  pradice  of  correfting  the  tranflation  of  his  coun- 
try from  the  original. 

I  will  begin  w;th  the  Syrian  fathers,  becaufe  in  treat- 
ing of  them  I  fnall  be  lefs  expofed  to  the  danger  o( 
contradiftion,  fince  in  general  only  men  of  learning  and 
judgement  have  written  on  that  fubjeft.  It  has  been 
doubted  whether  Ephrem  the  Syrian  underftood  thofe 
languages,  in  whiqh  the  Bible  wa,§  written ;  my  own 

opinion 
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opinion  is,  that  he  did  not";  this  at  leaft  is xertain, 
that  in  his  Syriac  commentaries  he  quotes  the  Bible 
from  the  Syriac  verfion,  in  the  fame  manner  as  Luther's 
tranflation  is  quoted  in  German  com.mentaries,  except 
in  fome  particular  cafes,  where  the  original  is  particu- 
larly mentioned.  I  am  much  better  acquainted  with 
his  writings  on  the  Old  Tcftament,  than  with  thofe  on 
the  New,  and  I  have  there  obferved  that  he  frequently 
deviates  from  the  common  Syfiac  itxt^  which  might  be 
correfted  from  his  quotations,  though  at  other  times  his 
readings  appear  to  be  lefs  accurate  than  thofe  of  the 
Polyglot.  In  fome  fewplaces  he  alludes  to  the  origi- 
nal, but  obfervations  of  that  kind  may  perhaps  be  af- 
cribed  to  others,  rather  than  to  Ephrem  himfelf.  I 
fpeak  at  prefent  of  his  Syriac  works :  with  refpedt  to  his 
Greek  •writings,  I  (hall  miake  fome  obfervations  in  the 
fequel.  The  writings  of  the  moft  learned  Syrian  fathers,  . 
^before  his  time,  are  no  longer  extant. 

The  Latin  fathers  have  afted  in  the  fame  manner  as 
the  Syrian,  and  have  quoted  the  Bible  according  to  their 
own  verfion",  the  later  fathers  have  quoted  the  Vul- 
gate, whereas  the  moft  ancient  have  ufed  one  of  thofe 
verfions,  that  exifted  before  the  time  of  Jerom.  And  in 
the  fame  manner,  as  the  old  Latin  verfions-  differ  from 
each  other,  we  find  a  difference  in  the  quotations  of  the 
fame  paffage  in  the  writings  of  different  fathers.  Ter- 
tuUiai^  for  inftance,  quotes  a  different  text  from  that 
which  appears  to  have  been  in  ufe  either  in  Rome,  or  in 
Milan.  Even  Jerom,  who  made  it  his  particular  bufi- 
nefs  to  corredt  the  Latin  tranflation  from  the  original, 
is  to  "be  underftood  in  general  either  of  the  common 
verfion,  or  his  own  corrected  edition,  whenever  he  de- 
clares not  the  contrary.  Thofe,  who  are  aiccuflomed  to 
the  writings  of  the  Latin  fathers,  expert  to  find  no 
other  quotations,  than  fuch  as  are  taken  from  the  Latin 
verfion,  and  Anfaldus,  the  zealous  advocate  for  the  read- 
ings of  the  fathers,  h^s  not  attempted  to  prove  any  thing 

lurther, 

»  Knktel,  in  his  JJew  Criticiilins  en  s  John  v.  7.  p»  355*— 34^^  is  of  a 
Afferent  opioien. 
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further.     The  fuperfcription  to  the  fixth  chapter  of  his 
firft  book  is,  Sanftos  pat  res  non  folum  in  commentariis 
ad  biblia,  fed  et  in  polemicis  lucubrationibus,  in  homi- 
liis,  ct  ubicunque  fe  fcripturas  cLtare  dicunt  at  que  often^ 
dunt,  textibus  feu  vcriionibus  ac  editionibus  adhsefifle 
iuis.     Men  converfant  with  the  works  of  the  fathers  cao 
hardly  be  of  a  di&rent  opinion^  and  the  members  of  the 
church  of  Rome,  who  are  in  general  better  acquainted 
with  them  than  wc  Proteftants,  feem  in  general  to  take 
this  dodtrine  for  granted.     But  by  many  members  of  our 
church  this  doctrine  is  thought  extraordiijiary,  not  in- 
deed by  men  of  real  learning,  but  by  thofe  who  without 
fufficient  knowledge  prefume  to  enter  the  lifts  of  facred 
criticifm.     This  is  particularly  the  cafe  in  the  contro- 
verfy  relative  to  i  John  v.  7,  the  advocates  for  which 
paflage  feemed  diflatisfied  with  the  anfwer  of  their  oppo- 
nents, that  its  being  'quoted  by  the  Latin  fathers  f)roved 
nothing  more,  than  that  it  exifted  at  that  time  in  the 
Latin  verfion.     They  afk,  by  what  means  we  can  be 
certain  that  the  Latin  fathers  quoted  from  the  Latin  ver- 
fion ?    Now  this  is  A  very  extraordinary  <jueftibn,  efpe- 
cially  when  propofed  by  perfons,  who  do  not  pretend  to 
have  a  knowledge  of  the  fathers,  and  the  only  anfwer  to 
be  given  is,  that  thofe  who  doubt  the  fad,  fhould  either 
ftudy  the  fathers,  and  convince  themfelves  by  adual  ex- 
perience, or  give  credit  te  perfons,  who  have  more  know- 
ledge of  the  futpeft  than  themfelves.     But  to  make  the 
matter  comprehenfible  to  thofe,  \yho  Imve  never  opened 
^he  writings  of  an  ancient  father,  we  need  only  appeal  to 
the  common  pradice  of  modern  divines,  who  in  their 
public  fermons  conftantly  quote  the  Bible  from  the  ver- 
fions  of  their  refpe/flive  countries,  even  though  they  are 
acquainted  with  the  original  itfelt     The  fame  is  true 
fe  regard  to  the  commentaries,  which  are  written  by  the 
clergy  in  their  native  languages ;  .almoft  the  only  per- 
fons, who  quote  §-orn  the  original,  are  Univerfity  Pro- 
feffors,  becaufe  Greek  and  Hebrew  are  generally  known 
^  in  thofe  feats  of  learning,   but  even  thefe,  when  they 
wxite  ipGerwan,  .adhere  fo  the  tianflAtiou  of  JL-^ther, 
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We  have  no  reafpn  therefore  to  fuppofc  that  preachers 
and  commentators,  who  lived  in  ages  in  which  a  know* 
ledge  of  Greek  and  Hebrew  was  very  uncommon,  would 
pay  fo  little  regard  to  theunderftandings  o£  their  hearers, 
or  readers,  as  to  quote  the  Bible  in  any  other,  than  the 
ufual  and  known  tranflation.  And  when  miftakes  had 
been  made  in  this  tranflation,  it  is.probaWe  that  they 
would  h^ve  referved  all  corrections  and  emendations,  to 
their  remarks  on  the  text,  provided  they  had  fufficient 
knowledge  of  the  original :  but  it  is  certain  that  moft  of 
them  were  ignorant  of  Greek,  and  therefore  wholly  un- 
equal to  the  undertaking.  If  it  be  afked,  by  what  means 
we  difcover  this  degree  of  ignorance  in  the  Latin  fathers, 
I  anfwer,  by  the  ftudy  of  their  writings,  and  of  ecclefi- 
aftical  hiftory.  But  I  would  recommend  to  thofe,  who 
are  capable  of  propofing  queftions  of  this  nature,  not  to 
wafte  the  time  and  attention  of  the  public  by  prefuming 
to  write  on  controverfial  Divinity, 

Thofe  fathers,  whofe  writings  we  poflefs  not  in  the 
prlginal,  but  only  in  a  tranflation,  are  to  be  confidered 
in  the  fame  light,  as  if  they  quoted  the  NewTeftament 
from  the  language,  that  was  known  to  their  tranflators ; 
from  the  Greek,  if  their  works  were  tranflated  intoGreek; 
from  the  Latin,  if  tranflated  into  Latin  ;  for  it  was  the 
ufual  praAice  of  tranflators,  not  to  render  literally  the 
quotations  of  theii*  author,  but  to  have  recourfe  to  that 
edition  of  the  Bible,  which  was  common  in  their  refpec- 
tive  countries.  This,  obfer  vat  ion  applies  in  particular 
to  Irenaeus,  whofe  books  adverfus  karefes  exift  only  in  a 
Latin  tranflation.  In  this  the  quotations  from  the  New 
Teftanient  are  perfe^ly  correfpondcnt  to  the  old  Latin 
verfion,  as  it  flood  before  the  time  of  Jerora,  and  to  the 
quotations  of  the  Latin  fathers;  and  on  comparing  t lie 
few  quotations,  that  are  extant  on  the  fragments  of  the 
Greek  original,  we  find  that  they  have  readings  different 
from  thofe  of  the  Latin  text.  TbiS' readings  tberefofls 
which  are  colle<3:ed  from  the  works  of  Irenteus,  refer  imw 
mediately,  not  to  the  Greek  but  to  the  Latin  j  and  when 
#yer  vye  find  ^h?  i^me  pf  thjs  Qr^ek  father  among  the 

'    varise 
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vans  leftiones,  it  ought  rather  to  be  underftood  of  his 
tranllator,  that  of  Irencus  himfelf.  Thofe  paflages 
alone  are  to  be  excepted,  which  are  either  immediately 
taken  from  the  Greek  fragments,  or  which  are  of  fuch  a 
nature  as  to  determine  from  the  context,  what  reading 
is  found  in  the  original.  For  more  information  on  this 
fubjeft,  the  reader  may  confult  my  late  father^s  Tiac- 
tatio  critica  de  variis  ledlionibus  Novi  Teftamenti,  § 
14 — 1 8.  and  the  Orient,  Bibl  '\  Vol.'VIIL  p.  153.  with 
refpeft  to  an  opinio^  of  Knittel  on  the  Revelation  of 
St.  John. 

The  remarks,  that  have  been  made  on  the  works  of 
IrensBus,  are  Jikewife  applicable  to  thofe  of  Ephrcm  the 
Syrian.  -  He  quoted  from  the  Syriac  New  Tejftament^ 
but  his  tranflator,  inftead  of  re-tranflating  into  Greek 
the  Syriac  text  of  his  quotations,  fubftituted  the  words 
of  the  original  itfelf.  I  confefs  however  that  I  never 
made  a  particular  ftudy  of  the  Greek  works  of  Ephrem; 
the  judgement,  which  I  have  formed,  is  rather  from  a 
curfory  examination,  but,  as  Miii  in  his  Prolegomena, 
§  800,  801.  delivers  the  fame  opinion,  it  is  probably  not 
far  removed  from  the  truth,  An  accurate  collation  of 
the  fcJyriac,  and  tranflated  Greek  works  of  Ephrem,  with 
the  Syriac  verfion,/  can  alone  determirie  in  what  extent 
this  rule  is  to  be  applied,  and  in  what  cafes  it  admits  of 
exceptions. 

Mill  and  Wetftein  '^  have  given,  in  their  Prolegomena, 
a  catalogue  of  thofe  fathers,  from  which  they  have  fe-. 
lefted  various  readings,  They  contai^  mi^ch  valuable 
information,  and  are  by  no  means  unnecel&ry  even  tq 
thofe,  who  are  acquainted  with  eccleiiaftical  hiftory,  and 
the  works  of  the  fathers :  for  a  man  may  be  acquainted 
with  their  lives,  and  with  their  writings  in  general,  with-* 
out  haying  a  critical  knowledge  of  their  manner  of  quot- 
ing the  New  Teflament,  This  fubjedt  is  fometimes 
treated  by  the  editors  of  the  fathers,  either  in  the  pre^ 
face,  or  in  feparate  diflertations  :  for  inftance,  iii  the  firft 
volume  of  the  late  Venetian  edition  of  Theophy lad:,  there 

isa  very  excellent  treatife  on  the  oianufcripts  of  the  Greek 
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Teflamdnt,  ufed.by  that  father,  whofe  works  ait  of  very 
great  importance  in  facred  criticifm.  But  the  limits- of 
this  Introduftion  permit  me  to  fay  no  more  on  the  pre- 
fent  fubjeft,  and  my  readers  have  perhaps  on  that  ac- 
count no  lofs,  as  the  works  of  the  fathers  neither  have, 
nor  could  have  been  my  particular  ftudy,  unlefs  I  had 
neglefted  matters,  which  were  to  me  of  more  importance. 
Before  I  clofe  this  fediion,  'I  will  propofe  a  queftion 
to  the  learned,  which  feems  worthy  of  their  confidera- 
tion,  namely,  in  what  manner  thofe  authors,  who  were 
natives  of  Syria,  but  wrote  in  Greek,  quote  the  New 
Teftament  j  whether  they  do  not  even  in  their  Greek 
writings  follow  the  Syriac  verfion,  to  which  they  were 
accuftomed  from  their  childhood.  To  anfwer  this  quef- 
tion, many  data  muft  be  collefted,  which  I  have  not 
done ;  but  I  will  mention  two  or  thfee  which  at  prefent 
occur  to  me.  Porphyry  quotes  the  reading  «  H(ra»«, 
Mark  i.  2.  which  is  found  in  the  Syriac  verfion,  but  in 
very  few  manufcripts,  as  I  obferved  above,  ch.  vii.  §  6. 
But  on  the  other  hand  he  quotes  ««  avaCanKw,  John  vii. 
8.  which  is  not  in  the  Syriac  verfion,. nor  in  the  greateft 
number  of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  but  found  only  in  a 
few  latinizing  manufcripts,  in  the  Vulgate,  and  in  the 
Codices  Vercellenfis,  Veronenfis,  and  Forojulianus*^* 


'  ■ '  <■ 
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Of  the  defers  obfervable  in  the  exirdSis^  which  have  been 
hitherto  made  from  the  writings  of  the  Fathers^  and  the 
manner y  in  zvhich  they  are  to  be  remedied. 

^T^HE  writings  of  the  fathers  prefent  the  critic,  in 
^  bis  refcarches  on  the  text  of  the  New  Teftament^ 
with  matter  for  many  fruitful  inquiries,  and  they  deferve 
therefore  to  be  collated  with  more  accuracy  and  dili-» 
gence,  than  they  have  hitherto  been. 

The  following  is  a  remarkable  inftance  of  a  defeft  of 
this  kind,  in  the  editions  of  the  New  Teftament  with 

various 
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various  readings.  In  the  paflage  John  i.  13.  which  oc-^ 
caHoned  the  above-mentioned  controverfy  in  Italy,  rcla^ 
five  to  the  critical  authority  of  the  fathers,  Mill  refers 
only  to  his  Prolegomena,  where  he  had  ob&rved  that  the 
Valeritinians  read  *  natus  eft  j*  Wetftein  writes  that  the 
Valentinians  read  iym^Anj  and  that  the  Latin.  Codex 
Veronenfi^  has  the  fame  reading*  But  both  thefe  critics 
omit  a  material  circumftimce,  which  is  mentioned  by 
Anfaldus,  and  treated  by  him  at  large^  Lib«  II.  cap.  iv^ 
that  TcrtuUian  himfelf  adopted  it  as  the  genuine  read-* 
ing  ",  and  that  it  is  found  in  the  works  of  feveral  other 
fathers*  Bengel  has  fomething  more  than  Wetftein,  but 
not  all  that  might  be  faid  on  this  fubjeft. 

Another  dcfed:  is,  that  the  critics  in  general,  not  ex-» 
cepting  Wetfteins  do  not  always  enable  their  readers  to 
refer  to  the  paflages  quoted  from  the  fathers.  When 
only  the.name  of  the  father  is  mentioned,  or  the  parti- 
cular book  fpeciiied,  without  notice  being  taken  of  chap- 
ter, edition^  or  page,  it  is,  not  in  the  power  of  the  reader, 
pnlefs,he  fubmits  to  vaft  labour^  to  examine  the  evi- 
dence that  is  produced,  and  to  pay  attention  to  all  thofe 
circumftancesj  by  which  the  authority  of  quotations  of 
this  kind  is  incteafed^  or.diminift^d.  It  would  be 
however  a  piece , of  injuftice  toward  Wetftein,  if  I  neg* 
leded  to  mention,  that  he  in  many  cafes  has  not  only 
quotejd  with  .all  this  accuracy,  but  has  even  produced 
the  words  themfelvcs :  fo  that  he  migbf  be  confidered 
a&apattCTA  for  future  criticsjif  he  had  always  obferved 
the  fame  exadthefs  '^  It  has  been  obferved,  that  Mill 
has  fometimes  erroneoufly  quoted  the  fathers,  nor  will  I 
take  upon  me  to  affert  that  Wetftein  is  never  guilty  of 
fimilar  miftakes,  though  I  never  met  with  an  example. 

.  Tfaeipreceding  remarks  muft  excite  a  wiih  in  the  mlndi 
of  thqfe.whoaretriends  to  facred  criticifm,  that  fome  per- 
ion\qiialified  for  the  tafk  would  colled  into  a  volume  all 
the  readings,  which  have  been  feleded  from  ^he  different 
ikt  hers,  and,  in  order  tocorredt  miftakes  and  fupply  de-» 
fedks,  take  the  trouble  to  read  through  all  their  writings. 
A  work  of  this  kind  would  be  of  great  value  to  future  Milli 

and 
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and  Wetlleins,-  and  would  alfo  be  a  public  archive,  to 
which  every  one  could  have  recourfe  in  cafes  of  doubt. 
The  materials,  that  muftbe  ufed  by  a  critical  editor  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  are  fo  numerous  and  extenfive,  that 
it  is  hardly  in  the  power  of  the  fame  perfon^  whocollates 
Greek  manufcripts,  or  ancient  verfionSy  to  make  extracts 
fufficiently  copious  from,  the  works  of  the  fathers :  nor 
is  the  margin  of  a  Greek  Teftament  capable  of  contain- 
ing, in  addition  to  the  readings  of  manufcripts  and  ver- 
fions,  fuch  ample  authorities  from  the  fathers,  as  I  could 
wifli  to  fee  produced.  Should  any  one  undertake  the 
taiky  which  I  have  juft  propofed,,  I  would  recommend 
to  his  attention  the  following  rules : 

I .  To  read  through  wkh  attention  the  writings  of  the 
fathers,  as  well  Syriacy  as  Greek  and  Latin,  to  note 
every  paflage  that  is  quoted  from  the  New  Teftament, 
and  not  to  latisfy  himfelf  with  thofe  texts  only,  which 
the  editor  had  noted  in  the  margin.  Ephrcm  the  Syrian 
would  be  one  of  the  firft  authors,  which  fhould  draw 
his  attention ;  but  there  are  Syriac  commentators  of  ftill 
greater  importancb^  whof^  works  are  preferved  in  manu^ 
fcript  in  the  Vatican  i. 

2.,  To  make  ufe  of  the  beft  edition  of  each  father,  that 
is,  not  the  moft  fplendid,  the  moft  cxpenfive,  or  the 
neweft,  but  the  moft  correft  edition* 

3.  That  in  an. Index  made  for  that  purpofe  he  parti* 
cularly  note  the  editions  which  he  has  ufed,  that  the 
reader  may  himfelf  be  enabled  to  refisr  to  the  quoted 
author. 

4.  To  quote  not  only  by  book,,  and  chapter,  but 
likewife  the  pj^e. 

5.  To  quote,  whenever  ft. is  ncceflary,  th6  words 
themfelves,  withl:hofe  preceding  and  following,  that  the 
reader,  without  referiing  to  the  original,  may  judge 
from  the  conneftioh,  whether  the  father  actually  quoted 
the  New  Teftament,  or  only  borrowed  frorn  it  thoughts 
or  expreflions.  Alfo  to  take  particular  notice,  whether 
the  father  exprefsly  declares  that  the  fentence  itfelf  is  a 

part  of  fcripture. 
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6.  Not  to  render  his  work,  that  will  be  unvoidably 
voluminous  in  itfelf,  (till  more  prolix,  tedious,  and  ex- 
penfive,  by  long  and  ufclefs  observations.  An  opinion 
cohcifely  delivered,  in  the  manner  of  Wetftein,  might 
be  fometimes  agreeable  to  the  reader,  who,  on  the  other 
hand,  could  not  fail  of  being  difgufted  by  an  oftentatious 
difplay  of  learning,  in  a  work  which  properly  relates  only 
to  fimple  evidence,  and  plain  fafts, 

7.  Whenever  he  omits  a  quotation,  which  had  been 
alleged  by  Mill  or  Wetftein,  that  he  affign  his  reafon 
for  fo  doing,  in  order  to  affure  the  reader  that  an  error 
of  his  predeceffors,  not  his  own  negligence,  was  the 
caufe  of  his  omitting  the  quotation. 

8.  That  he  diftinguiih  by  fome  mark  thofe  quotations 
from  the  fathers,,  which  had  been  noticed  neither  by 
Mill,  -nor  Wetftein. 

•  Whoever  fhould  undertake  the  talk,  which  I  have 
propofed,  and  faithfully  fulfil  thefe  conditions,  would 
hot  only  derive  inftruftion  himfelf  from  an  ufeful  ftudy 
of  the  fathers,  and  that  perhaps  in  his  leifure  hours,  but 
would  merit  the  thanks  of  the  church,  and  deferve  the 
rank  of  a  Mill,  or  a  Wetftein.  If  it  (hould  be  thought 
too-  m^icfe  for  one  man  to  undertake  the  whole,  he  might 
tofiffne  hisattention  to  the  Greek,  another  to  the  Latin, 
a  third  to  the  Syriac  fathers.  Men  of  learning,  who  re- 
fide  in  the  country,  and  who  frequently  negleft  the  la- 
bori<>us  path*  of  learning,  for  want  of  an  objeft  to  rouie 
their  attention,  liave  here  anew  field  that  lies  open  to 
t^eir  view. 

The^wifh  expfeflcd  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  which 
was  written  fome  years  ago,  had  in  a  great  meafure  been 
gratified  by  Dr.  Grieft>acb,  who  has  made  very  accurate 
iextratfts  from  the  works  of  Origen :  and  it  is  to  be  hoped 
that  the  public  will  be  prefented  with  the  refult  of  his 
learned  labours. 

The  critical  conjeftures  of  the  fathers,  and  the  altera- 
tions, which  many  heretics  have  made  in  the  text  of  the 
New  Teftamerit,  in  order  to  render  it  more  conformable 
to  their  own  tenets,  will  be  examined  in  the  following 

chapter, 
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chapter,  becaufe  in  fuch  cafes,  both  fathers  and  heretics 
are  not  to  be  confidered  as  evidence,  fince  tHey  conjec- 
ture, or  invent,  without  the  fupport  of  manufcripts,  or 
any  other  authority. 
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CONJECTURAL     EMENDATIONS     OF     THE     GREEK: 

TESTAMENT. 

SECT.    I. 

T^he  queftioHy  whether  critical  conjeBure  is  applicable  to  the 
New,  Tejlamenty  is  not  to  be  decided  on  theological  grounds. 

T  is  one  of  themoft  important,  and  at  the  fame  time 

one  of  the  moft  difputed  points  in  facred  criticifm, 
whether  what  is  called  conjeftura  critica  may  be  applied 
to  the  New  Teftament  ?  or,  in  other  words,  whether  iki 
certain  cafes,  and  under  certain  reftriftions,  provided 
we  ufe  all  due  care  and  caution,  we  may  rejedt  the  read- 
ings of  all  Jthe  manufcripts,  verfions,  and  fathers,  and 
merely  on  a  probable  fuppofition  admit  a  reading,  that 
is  fupported  by  no  written  authority  ?  and  whether,  if 
we  proceed  on  thefe  principles,  we  have  any  rcafon  to 
expeft,  that  we  fliall  ever  arrive  at  the  truth  ? 

Many  men  of  learning,  who  undoubtedly  deferve  a 
place  in  the  lift  of  critics,  are  of  opinion  that  conjee*- 
tures  are  as.allowable  at  prefent  in  the  New  Teftamenf,  • 
as  in  the  Claffic  Authors.  Yet  the  greateft  number 
of  our  divines -confidered  them  formerly  as  prefump- 
tuous,  if  not  impious;  but  thofe  very  perfons,  who 
are  fo  ftrenuoufly  attached;  to  the  printed  text,  are  not 
aware,  as  Wetftcin  has  obferved  in  his  Prolegomena, 
that  a  very  great  number  of  readings,  which  they 
fo  zealoufly  fupport,  are  nothing  more  than  critical 
conjed:ures,  advanced  either  by  the  ancient  fathers,  or 
by  the  modem  editors  of  the  Greek  Teftament  in  the 
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(ixteenth  anc}  feventeenth  centuries.  Tbcfe-  readings 
therefore  muft  be  immediately  rejeftcd,  if  critical  con- 
jedture  is  wholly  inadmiffibje. 

Now  this  queftion  is  purely  critical,  and  if  we  would 
arrive  at  certainty,  we  muft  argue  not  on  theological, 
but  on  critical  grounds.  The  argument,  which  is  drawn 
from  the  hypothefis,  that  divine  providence  would  not 
permit, the  true  reading  in  any  tfext  of  the  New  Tefta- 

•  mcnt  to  be  loft,  feems  very  extraordinary,  when  we  con- 
fider  the  perfons  who  have  applied  it.  Far  thefe  very 
men  make  no  fcruple,  in  imitation  of  Guflet,  to  guefs 
at  the  meaning  of  Hebrew  words  merely  from  the  con- 
text, and  thereby  tacitly  acknowledge  that  divine  pro- 
vidence has  not  guarded  againft  the  neceflity  of  conjec- 

•  'lure  in  the  Old  Teftament.     Why  therefore  ftibuM  they 
'deny  that  the  fame  liberty  m^y  be  taken  in  the  New  ?  I 

•  confefs  that  I  am  not  attached  to  Guflet's  party,  though 
it  was  formerly  in  great  repute,  fmce  a  man  may  ealily 

'  cortjefture,  though  poffefled  of  little  knowledge :  and 
^  yet  I  cannot  deny  that- there  are  C^veral  Hebrew  words^ 
"of  which  the  meiining  cannot  be  afcertained  with  any 
;  degree  of  certainty.  If  divine  providence  therefore  has 
' 'permitted  conjefture  to  be  neceflary  in  determining  the 
meaning  of  words  in  the  Old  Teftament,  it  cannot  be 
inconfiftent  with  the  fame  providence,  that  x:onje6ture$ 
^:iho,uld  be  made  on  the  readings  of  the  New  Teftament 

•  Bcfides,  no  man  can  aflert,  that,  becaufe  the  true  read- 
ing of  any  paflage  is  no  longer  to  be  found,  it  is  there- 

•  fore  totally  loft,  fince  the  nuniber  of  manufcripts  (rf  the 
^-  Greek  Teftament,  (not  to  mention  other  original  docu- 

•  mehts)  which  have  been  actually  collated,  are  trifling  in 

•  jcomoarifon  with  the  whole  number  that-have  been  writ- 
ten ;  and  a  reading,  vJhich  is  how  fupported  only  by 

"  probable  conje<Sture,  may  hereafter  be  confirmed  hjr 

■  good  authority. 

•     Nor  does  it  diniinifti  the  certainty  of  our  faith,  thaJt 

fome  few  parages  of  the  New  Teftament  have  certain 

iiuernal  marks,  which  difcover  them  to  be  not  genuine, 

and  which  render  it  aeceiTary  to  reftorc  the  true  reading 

bjr 
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by  critical  conjefture.  Our  faith  would  then  only  be  in 
tianger,  if  th^  number  of  thofe  paffages  was  fo  very  great^ 
as  to  render  the  whole  New  Teftament  fufpicious  5  or  if 
the  principal,  and  diftinguifhing  doAriijies  of  Chriftia* 
nity  muft  be  either  added  to,  or  taken  from  the  facred 
text,  on  n€>bther  authority  than  that  of  mere  Conjefturft. 
And  it  Aiuft  be  evident  to  evcfy  tnan^  that  the  New 
Teftament  would  be  a  very  uncertain  rule  of  life  and 
tnannifers,  and  indeed  wholly  lihfit  to  be  ufed  as  a  ftandard 
of  religion,  if  it  were  allowable;  as  is  the  praftrce  of  fc^ 
Ver^l  Socinians,  to  apply  critical  conjedture  in  order  to 
eftablifti  the  tenets  of  out  own  party.  For  inftarice^  if,  iiji 
order  to  free  outfelves  from  a  fuperftitious  dodtrine,  pA 
the  fuppofition  that  th'e  Divinity  of  Chrift  is  unground- 
led,  we  were  at  liberty  to  change,  without  any  authority, 
&! 0;  xiy  0  Acyo<,  John  1.  I « into  d^iS  ny  0  Xcyoc,  and  i  »¥  iitl 

XTUkTuy  dfof,  Rom.  IX.   5*  mto   «y   0  ifrt  wuyrwf  d'e^o  tbc 

Bible  would  become  fo  very  uncertain,  that  every  man 
might  believe,  or  difbelieve,  as  beft  fuitcd  his  own  prin- 
triple*.  Agairift  critical  conjedtures  of  this  kind,  I  (hall 
in  a  fubfeqlient  feftioh  bring  fuch  arguments^  as  I  think 
every  candid  2ind  impartial  l^eift  will  acknowledge  to  be 
true.  'But>  if  we  affume  not  to  outfelves  the  power  of 
altering  articles  of  religion^  and  confine  our  emendations 
to  mere  matters  6f  criticifm,  if  we  alter,  for  inftance, 
iirTn^ua-^n(rcc¥y  Heb.  xi.  37.  to  ittn^uS^^troof,  the  grounds  of 
our  faith  are  by  no  means  aflfedted,  nor  have  we  reafon 
to  fear^ny  evil  confequcnce^ 

Indeed,  I  am  appfehenfive  that  many  divines,  by  a 
too  ^eat  rigour  on  this  fubjeft,  fupport  the  caufe  of  the 
enemies  of  our  religion,  who  infift  that  the  admiffion  of 
critical  conjedture  renders  faith  uncertain.  For,  though 
it  will  appear  from  the  following  fedlion,  that  critical 
conjecture  is  not  abfolutely  neceflkry  for  the  eftablifliing 
tif  ^  true  teit  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  yet  there  are 
pft^l^es  in  the  Hebrew  Bible,  in  which  we  cannot  well 
difpenfe  with  it. 
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SECT.    II. 

Critical  examination  of  this  quejiion. 

T  K  this  fedtion  I  will  fet  afide  all  dogmatical  arguments, 
^  and  examine  the  queftion  in  point  in  a  purely  criti- 
cal manner. 

In  ancient  writings,  of  which  only  one  copy  is  extant, 
critical  conjefture  is  indifpenfable.  For  it  is  not  to  be 
cxpefted,  that  the  copyift  has  no  where  made  a  miftake; 
and  the  ftirther  he  is  removed  from  the  age  in  which 
the.author  lived,  the  morecopies in  the  mean  time  nauft 
have  been  taken,  and  of  courfe  the  number  of  miftakes 
muft  have  increafed  in  proportion.  Where  there  are 
errors  therefore  in  this  fingle  copy,  they  can  be  corre&ed 
by  no  other  means,  than  by  critical  conjedure.  For 
this  reafon  the  firft  editors  of  ancient  authors,  at  the 
time  of  the  revival  of  learning,  were  obliged,  where 
they  had  only  a  fingle  manufcript,  to  make  corre&ions 
in  many  cafes  according  to  probable  conjefture :  and 
though  they  have  fallen  fometimes  into  error,  yet  their 
editions  would  have  been  much  lefs  perfeft,  if  they  had 
not  availed  themfelves  of  this  liberty-  Even  in  the  pre? 
fent  age  we  fhould  ad:  on  the  fame  principles,  if  we  had 
the  good  fortune  to.  difcover  a  manufcript  of  thofe 
books  of  Livy,  which  are  now  wanting. 

The  neceflity  of  critical  conjefture  remains  the  fame, 
even  where  there  are  feveral  manufcripts,  if  thofe  manu-, 
fcript$  are  only  copies  of  one  and  the  fame  more  ancient 
manufcript :   for  thofe  copies,  with  all  their  deviations 
.  from  each  other,  reprefent  to  us  only  a  fingle  manufcript. 

.Both  of  thefe  cafes  take  place  in  regird  to  Tacitus,  as 
Ernefti  has  (hewn  in  the  preface  to  that  author,  in  the 
two  firft  Jeaves  of  the  flieet,.  that  have  the  fignature  B. 
Critical-conjedlure  therefore  isabfolutely  necelTary  in  the 
writings  of  Tacitus.  Ernefti  has  feveral  ufeful  remarks 
on  this  fubjeft,  which  I  wifh  my  readers  would  confult, 
becaufe  they  would  elucidate  the  fubjed:  in  queftion. 

They 
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They  are  of  importance  in  tFie  criticifra  of  the  New 
Teftament,  provided  any  part  of  it  comes  under  the 
above  defcription. 

If  we  have  more  than  a  fingle  copy  of  any  work,  and 
thoie  copies  are  tranfcripts  of  different  and  diftin<Et  ma- 
nufcripts,  the  neceffity  of  critical  conjefture  decreafes 
in  proportion  to  the  number  of  copies  :  but.it  does  not 
entirely  vanilh,  unlefs  the  number  of  the  manufcripts  is 
very  confiderable.  For  an  erroneous  reading  may  have 
been  fo  widely  propagated,  as  to  have  found  admi£Son 
into  many  tranfcripts :  and  the  true  reading  may  be 
difcoverable  in  none,  fome  having  one  erroneous  read- 
ing, others  another. 

We  have  no  reafon  therefore  to  cenfure  the  critics  of 
the  fixteenth  century,  if  in  their  editions  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  they  have  fometimes  departed  from  the  read-^ 
ings  of  their  manufcripts,  and  fubftituted  in  their  ftead 
fuch  as  were  agreeable  to  probable  conjefture,  Erafmus 
of  Rotterdam,  when  he  publifhed  his  firft  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  had  very  few  manufcripts :  of  the  Re- 
velation, in  particular,  he  had  only  one,  and  we  cannot 
fuppofe  therefore  that  he  was  in  pofl'effion  of  all  the 
genuine  readings.  Luther  likewife,  in  his  tranilatipn  of 
the  New  Teftament,  admitted  critical  conjedure,  ren- 
dering T«C«3-«,  Aft  six.  36,  by  '  Tabia/  according  to  a 
fuppofition  of  Reuchlin,  It  is  true  that  this  conjefture 
was  erroneous :  but  another  alteration,  which  in  his  time 
was  mere  conjefture,  or  at  beft  was  only  fupported  by 
the  Vulgate,  namely  his  tranflation  of  ot,^oiroit^^  2  Pet.  ii, 
13.  as  if  it  were  aya^r^atK,  has  been  fince  confirmed  by 
the  authority  of  manufcripts.  That  Luther  had  aftually 
feen  manufcripts  with  this  reading,  as  Saubert "  conjec- 
tures, is  very  improbable,  when  we  confider  that  in  the 
place  where  he  refided,  no  manufcripts  were  prefcrved, 
and  the  confultation  of  manufcripts  was  foreiga  jo  Lu- 
ther's plan  of  ftudy.  This  at  leaft  is  certain,  th»t 
he  often  applied  critical  cohjeftijres  in  the  Old  Tefta- 
jnent,  whiclahave  been  fupported  by  iio  authority  what- 

■foeycr, 

«  Variae  Ic^ioncs-Matthaei,  p.  jj,  5^.  38, 
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ibevcr.     After  the  publication  of  the  editions  of  Eraf- 
mus,  of  the  Complutenfian  edition,  which  was  likewife 
taken  from  written  copies,  and  that  of  Robert  Stephens, 
with  various  readings  from  fifteen  manufcripts,  the  ne- 
cefllty  of  critical  conjeftiire  was  confiderably  dimini(hed) 
and  more  caution  was  requifite  in  thcadmiffion  of  anew 
reading,  if,  as  the  number  of  manufcripts  increafed,  it 
could  be  found  in  none  of  them.     Yet  the  number  of 
collated  manufcripts  was  at  that  time  fo  fmall,  in  com- 
parifon  with  that  which  we  have  at  prefent,  the  extrads 
were  fo  few,  and  fo  imperfeft,  and  the  ancient  verfions, 
if  we  except  the  Latin,  were  fo  little  known,  that  we 
have  no  right  to  cenfure  an  editor  of  that  age,  for  affumT 
ing  to  himfelf  the  right  of  critical,  copjedure;    -If  Cell- 
naeus  *  therefore,  and  Beza^,  have  inferted  in  the  text  of 
'their  editions,  readings  which  they  found  in  no  manu- 
fcript,  and  which  were  fupported  only  by  critical  con- 
jefture,  they  were  in  very  different  circumftances  from 
thofe  in  which   we  are  at   prefent  j   for  we  have*  not 
only  ten  times  as  manywiferieffes  for  or  againfl  a  read- 
ing, as  they  had,  but  we  ha^e  examined  them  with  much 
greater  aceufacy  3  and  the  aflertion  of  Wetflein,  that 
modefn  critics  nave  the  fame  privilege-as  thofe-  of  th? 
lixtcenth 'century,  is  not  wholly  agreeable  to  the  truth '. 
Nav,  even  that,  which  I  (hould  confider  zs  allowabie  tb 
Erafriius  Schmid%  who  colleded  the  materials  for  his 
Greek  Teftamerit  in  the  beginning  of  the  feventeenth 
century,  though  it  was  not  publifhed  before  the  yeafr 
1658,  would  be  unwarrantable  in  a  critic,,  who  lived  in 
the  latter  part  of  the  eighteenth  century, .        .     ?  .'  ^i 
-    ^For  the  probability,  that  critical  conjecture  alone  can 
reftore  the'truereadipg,  decreafes  in  the  fame  propon^ 
tion  as  our  materials  of  criticifm,  or  collections  of  va* 
rious  readings,  increafe.  And  lince  fo  many  manufcripts, 
works  o:  the  father*,  and  ancient  verlions  made  in  dif- 
tant  countries^  and  in  diflferent  periods,  have.been  care^ 
fuUy  collated ;  (ince  alfo  thofe  vety  ancient-  Latin  ver- 
,  fions,  that  vary  fo.  confiderably  .from  each  .other,  and 
••'-•'•;.        '■  '  r'  ^.  ..      ..     .were" 

X  Sec  Wetft^^s  frole^mena,  p,  141, 

T  lb.  p,  147.    '  ;     .     .  ^  *'lb.p.  153, 
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were  tranflated  from  very  different  Greek  nunufcripts, 
have  been  made  known  to  the  public,  we  might  doubt 
whether  critical  conje&ure  ought  not  at  prefent  to  bfe 
entirely  rejcfted. 

Yet  the  right  of  critical  conje&ure  has  been  fupported, 
even  in  the  prefent  age,  by  feyeral  warm,  and  even  learn-. 
cd  advocates.  However  they  have  not  felt,  and  of  courfe 
aot  anfwered  the  objection,  \yhich  I  have  made  in  the 
preceding  paragraph  :  they  have  too  much  attended  to 
theological  obje&ions  \  or  they  have  too  haftily  drawn 
ponclufions  from  principles,  that  are  applicable  only  to 
writings,  of  which  there  are  but  a  few  manufcripts,  to 
the  criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament,  of  which  we  have 
a  very  copious  colle&ion  of  various  readings.  The  moft 
celebrated  advocate  for  the  right  of  critical  conJe<5lure  is 
Wetftein,  who  has  delivered  his  fentiments  on  this  fub- 
jeft,  p,  854 — 858.  of  the  fecond  volume  of  his  Greek 
Teftament  *, 

All  things,  however,  confidered,  I  would  not  under- 
take to  banifli  conjecture  entirely  from  the  criticifm  of 
the  New  Teftament.  I  feel  very  ftrongly  the  weight  of 
one  of  Wetftein's  proofs,  though  he  has  not  given  it  the 
whole  force  of  which  it  is  capable.  He  fays,  p.  855. 
however  inimical  the  clergy  have  been  to  the  ule  of  critical 
conjeAure,  they  have  not  been  able  themfelves  to  refrain' 
from  alterations  in  the  facred  text,  which  are  fupported- 
by  no  authority ;  and  adds,  cum'ventum  ad  verum  eft, 
Tatio  morefque  repugnant.  Now  the  practice  of  the  an-- 
dent  theologians,  and  fathers,  which  he  alleges  in  fup- 

port- 

f  He  fayS|  p.  855.  Quxro  qiisj  via  3s,  cui  cgdices  alios  confulerc  non 
licet,  icire  pbflit,  quid  aut  a  prima  manu  icriptum,  ant  poil^a  immnta- 
tum  Ht,  nifi  ex  ingenio,  conje^tura,  &c^  Now  it  is  true,  tiiat  if  we  had 
only  one  manufcript,  or  one  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  thut  criti-. 
cal  conje^ure  would  beadmiflible ;  but  Wetftein  himfeif  has  taken  c:ire 
that  we  ftiould  not  be  in  this  iituation.  In  liis  edition  alone  we  can  confult . 
the  readings  of  above  a  hundred' manufcripts  \  and  it  is  a  matter  of  great 
doubt,  whether  in  that  cafe  we  are  at  liberty  to  alter  the  text  from  mere 
conjecture.  All  his  arguipents  in  favour  of  the  contrary  opmion,  whicK 
l^ve.not  leifureat  prefent  to  examine  feparately,  are  weakened  at  ont^ 
by  wha;  has  been  faid  in  the  foregoing  p?.ragraphs  *. 
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port  of  his  argilment,  does  not  i  appear  to  be  of  great 
weight ;  for  thofe  ancient  writers  were  not  in  poffeffion 
of  luch  a  coUe&ion  of  various  readings  as  we  are.  And. 
yet  there  are  certain  paffages  in  the  Greek  Teftament,  id 
\trhich  I  can  hardly  refrain  from  the  ufe  of  critical  con- 
je&ure,  in  oppofition  to  the  authority  of  all  our  written 
documents ;  fome  of  which  paflages  the  reader  will  find 
in  my  Expofition  of  the  Epiftle  to  the  Hebrews  \  If  it  is 
»fked,  why  I  would  admit  in  thofe  cafes  the  right  of  cri- 
tical conjedure,in  oppofition  towritten authority ?  Ian* 
fwer,  becaufe  the  text  itfelf,  after  all  the  pains  which  have 
been  beftowcd  on  it,  ftill  feems  to  be  fometimes  faulty, 
or  at  leaft  to  be  capable  of  an  alteration,  that  would  be 
more  fuitable  to  the  context,  and  better  adapted  to  tha 
defign  of  the  writer.  For  inftance,  I  cannot  read  Rom. 
viii.  2.  without  fuppofing  that  the  Apoftle  wrote,  ©  y^f 

vojuoff  r&  WiVfAaroq  ]^AI  t9);  l^corig  cv  X^tr^  lr,(ni  i}Aeu3'£gft;(r(  jus 
awa  T8  vofAH  T%i  afjbaftxi  koci  ra  S-xvocnsy  becaufe  the  anti- 
thefis  would  be  then  complete,  and  a  fenfe  would  be 
exprefied  that  is  fuitable  to  the  defign  of  the  Apoftle. 
In  Ihort,  it  appears  to  me,  that  there  are  fome  few  paf- 
fages in  the  New  Teftament,  which,  in  the  language  of 
criticifm,  are  called  loci  affefti,  paflages,  in  which  we 
have  hitherto  been  able  to  derive  no  afliftance,  either 
from  manufcripts,  fathers,  or  verfions,  and  which  de- 
iftand  therefore  the  aid  of  critical  conjefture, 

it  is  true,  that  the  great  number  of  manufcripts  brought 
from  different  and  diftant  countries,  together  with  the 
numerous  ancient  verfions,  may  be  alleged  as  a  weighty 
argument  againft  its  admiflion:  for  it  might  be  urged, 
that  they  would  hardly  be  all  erroneous  in  one  and  the 
iame  paflage,  and  that  one  and  the  fame  miftake  fiiould 
have  been  made  in  each  is  c-ertainly  not  ft)  be  expefted. 
But  we  muft  recolleft,  that  not  a  fingle  manufcript  is 
now  extant,  that  was  written  in  the  four  firfl;  centuries, 
and  that  the  ancient  verfions  have  not  defcended  to  us 
without  alterations.  It  is  likewife  evident,  froin  the 
"  writings  of  the  fathers,  that  many  readings  were  19 
.    ,  .  thofe 

^  For  inftance,  Heb,  xi.  37.  xii.  25. 


SECT,  il.  tf  the  Greek  Tejfament.  ^9j 

thofe  times  in  the  Greek  manufcripts,  which  axe  at 
prefent  to  be  found  in  none^,  or  only  in  a  very 
few  * ;  having  been  altered  either  by  accident,  or  becilute 
they  appeared  to  the  tranfcribcrs  to  be  obfcure,  or  ex- 
ceptionable. It  is  therefore  not  impoffible  that  other 
readings,  which  have  not  been  preferved  in  the  works 
of  the  fathers,  or  in  the  Greek  manufcripts,  may  have 
been  equally  loft ;  and  among  them  perhaps  fome  that 
were  genuine.  Bcfidcs,  it  is  not  impoffible  that  there 
are  many  important  manufcnpt-3  of  which  we  have  n6 
knowledge,  and  that  a  collation  of  thofe  manufcripts 
might  confirm  the  critical  conjeftures  of  the  eighteenth 
century,  in  the  fame  manner  as  many  conjeftures  of  the 
fixteenth  century  have  been  confirmed  in  the  eighteenth, 
by  the  authority  of  manufcripts,  and  ancient  vcrfibns. 

What  I  have  faid  againft  critical  conjefture,  is  not 
applicable  in  an  equal  degree  to  all  the  books  of  the  New 
Teftament,  and  not  at  all  to  the  Revelation  of  St.  John. 
For  of  fome  books  we  have  fewer  tranfcripts  than  of 
others,  and  of  the  Revelation  we  have  the  feweft  of  all. 
In  this  book  therefore  it  is  the  moft  probable,  that  the 
text  ftands  in  need  of  critical  conjefture. 

Likewife  in  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  there 
aire  cafes,  m  which  it  is  difficult  to  refrain  from  ufing 
the  fame  liberty.     The  conjefture  of  Cafaubon,  that  the 

reading 

^  For  inftance,  acifc  before  B*f*CCAc  Matth.  xxvii.  i6,  17.    See  ch.  vif» 

tt^.  II. 

^  For  Inibuice,  John  i.  18.  •  fjtwoytns  dsoc,  a  reading  which  we  find  iH 
the  quotations  of  the  ancient  lathers,  and  in  the  ancient  verfions,  and 
iwhich  was  probably  the  common  reading  in  the  fivfk  centuries*  But  at 
prefent  it  is  found  in  only  two  manufcripts,  namely,  in  the  eighth  of 
Stephens's  manufcripts,  and  in  one  of  them,  which  belonged  to  Colbert. 
Yet  it  'is  a  reading  which  conveys  a  good  fenfe,  and  is  agreeable  to  die 
other  expreflions  ufed  by  St.  John.  The  eternal  Son  of  God,  whom  lie" 
had  before  called  God,  might  not  improperly  be  termed  « fMvoysng  Sioj. 
Though  it  is  a  bold  expreflTion,  it  is  not  contrary  to  the  rules  of  the 
ftrifteft  grammar:  and  in  the  fame  manner  as  the  Jews  called  the  true 
God  « the  firft-born  of  the  world'  (q^  ^  'IDl),  and  Chrift  hiraCelf 

is  called  e  «rg«TaToxof,  Heb.  i.  6.  fo  might  St,  John  have  ventured  to  ufe  the 
^xpreflion  0  fjimyvnn  ^mj*  "       '    ' 
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. xeading  of  Luke  i.  39.  Ihould  be  t k  «f«At»  Isros^  and  that 
of  Valla,  who  propofed  to  read,  Aftsix.  7.  ^yop^ms^f^M 
.TO  fu^y/MiSiv»  it  a^uiovTi^f  are  fo  probable,  that  I  cannot 
avoid  acceding,  to  them.  And  the  firft  editors  of  the 
Greek  Teftament  fofenfibly-fek  the  irnpropriety  of  tKc 
reading  vios  n  fiso^  I'Ukc  xiv..5«..  that  they  uaanimoufly 
inferted  opog,  though  they  found  it  in  not  aiingle  many- 
fcript.  It  is  true  that  they  had  the  authority  of  the  Vul- 
gate, but  even  there  the.  alteration  had  probably  beeii 

made  from  mere  conjeclure^ /  ' . ' 

To  what  has  been  already  obfer\x4  on  this  fubjedl, 
may  be  ^dded  a  remark,  which  gives  a  new  turn  to  the 
inquiry,  and  entitles  us  to  the  ufe  of  critical  conj^dkure. 
Namely,  it  is  probable,  that  all  our  manu{cripts.,  and 
verfions  of  the  New  Teftament,  were  taken,  .  not  jfrom 
the  fingle  copies  of  the  Gofpels  and  Epiftles,  which  pro- 
ceeded from  the  hands  of  the  Apoftles  themfelves,  but 
from  the  colledion,  that  was  formed  of  the  feveral  parts 
of  the  New  Teftament.  We  are  in  the  fa^e  fituation, 
.therefore,  as  that  which  I  defcribed  above,  in  fpeaking 
of  the  works  of  Tacitus,  nor  would  this  fituation  be 
altered,  even  if,  inftead  of  two  hundred  and  ninety-two 
jnanufcripts,  which  I  enumerated  in  the  fixth  fedtionof 
the  eighth  chapter,  we  had  above  a  thourand.  For  they 
would  dill  be  tranfcripts  of  one  and  the  fame  copy  :  and 
if  this  copyhad  any  errors,  which  it  would  be  the  higheft 
prefiimption  to  deny,  thefe  errors  muft  have  been  tranf- 
mitted  into  every  manufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftamen^ 
whatfoevef,  and  thefe  errors  can  be  remedied  only  by 
the  aid  of  critical  conjefture.  See  the  remarks  'which 
tirere  made  on  the  publication  of  the  Greek  Teftament;^ 
Ch.  vi.  §  2.  of  this  Introduftion. 

' ''  It  a^ppears  then,  that  a  collefticm  of  critical  conjec|;ures 
may  be  of  great  ufe  in  eflablilhing  the  genuine  teit  of 
'"     '  '  ' '  "  the 


•  «•  •  •  • 


*  One  manuicnpt  of  the  old  Latin  verfion  has  *  filius/.  others  have 
'  afinu$,*  which  Jaft' reading. h^s  been. adopted  in  our prefent -Vulgate, 
»That  itis  an  alteration  from  conjcfture  i%  the  nior»  prrtb^ble,  becaufe 
th:  Codex  C^tabrigienfis  has  another  alteration^  viz.  wfcCaTcr,  which  i* 
fcrtainly  mere  conjs«lure. 
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the  Greek  Teftament :  and  it  is  likewifc  attended,  with 
this  particular  advants^e,  that  we  are  led  by  it  to  ex'« 
amine  riianhlcripts,  and  other  original  documents,*  with 
greater  accurtry,  in  order  to  fee  whether  thofe  readiiigs, 
which  had  ho  otfher  fupport  than  conjedture,  may  not 
be  eftabliftied  by  written  authority  ?  For  we  know  frbrii 
^ftual  experience,  thit  this  has  been  the  cafe  with  feve- 
xal  readings :  a  conjedtufe  of  Laurentius  Valla,  relative 
to  Adts  ix.  7.  has  been  confirtned  by  the  Ethiopic  ver- 
fion :  and  having  once  prdpofed  myfelf,  in  my  public 
leftures,  to  read  aA«AAga*  for  oti^AaJai,  Gal.  iv.  io.  I 
was  reminded  that  Grieibach  had  produced  this  reading 
from  his  Codex  66. 

A  coUeftion  of  the  kind,  which  I  mentioned  in  the 
preceding  paragraph,  has  been  publiOied  by  Bowy'er,  a 
learned  printer  in  London.-  The  firft  edition  appeared 
in  176^,  under  the  title,  Conjcdtural  Emendations  on 
the  New  Teftament,  colledted  from  various  authors,  and 
was  added  as  a  fupplement  to  Bowyer's  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  m  which  the  editor  mentioned 'in  the 
title-page  only  the  initials  of  his  name.  The  fecond 
edition  was  publiftied  in  1772,  with  cbnfidcrable  Uddi-^ 
tions,  which  edition  was  tranflated  into  German  by  Pr6* 
feflbr  Schulz,  and  much  improved  by  the  learned  trant 
labor.  The  third  edition,  with  ftill  greater  improve- 
m^ts,  was  publiftied  in  London  in  1782.  This  is  a 
work  which  is  claffical  in  its  kind,  and  to  which  tbb 
remarks  of  future  critics  will  probably  be  annexed. 


S  E  C  7.     IIL 

^he  propriety  of  critical  conjeBure  conjidered  i  pqfleriore,  and 
':''       '  Jrom  its  ipflUation'  to  particular  examples. 


/'  }t' 


rp  H  B  objeftions,  which  may  jse  made  a  priore  to  the 
'I-  ufe  of  critical  conjefture,  "though  they  appear 
pl^vjlible  on  the  firft  view,  have  ^een  fully  anfwered 
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in  the  preceding  feftion.  But  an  examination  of  the 
various  conjeftures  which  have  in  different  ages  been 
pTopofed  by  men  of  the  firft  eminence,  and  been  almoft 
•univerfally  adopted,  will  teach  us  t6  be  very  cautious 
how  we  apply  it  ourfelves.  Of  feyeral  hundreds,  which 
Bowyer  has  produced,  there  is  hardly  one,  which,  after 
an  impartial  examination,  will  be  found  probable.  Moft 
of  them  are  the  refult  of  hurry,  ignorance,  or  at  leaft  a 
want  of  knowledge  in  matters  which  have  been  fincc 
placed  in  a  clearer  light ;  and  they  have  nothing  elfe  to 
fecommcnd  them  but  a  quality,  which  is  always  to  be 
fufpeftcd  in  the  art  of  cfiticiimy  that  of  being  more 
eafy  and  intelligible  to  common  readers,  and  of  being  de- 
void of  that  roughnefs,  which  charafterizes  the  genuine 
readings  of  the  Greek  Teftament.  On  the  other  hand, 
it  canhot  be  denied,  that  there  are  fcxne  few„  which  bear 
on  them  the  marks  of  probability.  The  matter  being 
thus  circumfbuiced,  it  is  evident,  that  too  tnuch  care 
cannot  betaken  in  the  admiffion  of  critii^al  conjeftures 
into  the  text  itfelf.  Where  ancient  critics  have  taken 
.this*  liberty,  modern  critics  contend  that  they  have  in- 
jured  the  text,  1  will  therefore  mention  a  few  inftances, 
that  the  reader  may  be  able  to  judge  for  himfelf  *.  - 

Of  all  the  fathers,  no  one  was  fo  wdl  qualified  by  his 
learning  for- making  critical  conjedtures  as  Origen ;  and 
no  one  has  ventured  to  go  further*  One  of  his  coi^c- 
tures  relates  to  the  following  texts,  Matth.  viii.  28. 
Mark  v*  i.  Luke  viii.  26*  on  which  he  writes.as  follows, 
in  his  Commentaries  on  St,  John,  Tom.  VL  *  Who- 
ever would  perfeftly  underftand  the  facred  writings>muft 
not  think  that  a  minute  attention  to  proper  names  is  of 
no  importance.  For.miftakes  in  proper  names  are  to  be 
found  in  the.  Greek  maniifcripts,  of  which  the  following 
is^an  example.  It  is  related  by  the  Evangelifts,  that  the 
tountry,  where  the  fwine  were  driven  by  the  devils' into 
the  fea,  was  the  Land  of  the  Gerafeiies  (x««'{«  '^^^  r^fof- 
c.t[my).  Now  Ge^fa,  which  is  a  city  of  Arabia,  has  ndther 

'      .  lake 

•  The  latter  part  of  this  fe6lion*may  be  confJdcred  as  an  appendix  to 
cfcap.  vi.  fed.  II. 
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lake  nor  fea  near  it :  and  it  is  impoflible  that  the  Evan- 
gelifts,  who  were  well  acquainted  with  Paleftine,  could 
have  made  fo  palpable  a  miftake^  Some  of  the  manu- 
fcripts  have  rm  tAiotoavta*^  but  Gadara,  which  is  a  city  in 
Judsea,  is  alfo  at  a  diftance  from  any  lake,  or  fea.  But 
Gergefa,  which  gives  name  to  the  country  of  the  G^rge- 
fenes,  is  an  ancient  city  on  the  lake  of  Tiberias ;  and 
near  to  k  there  are  deep  rocks,  which  hang  over  the  fea, 
where  at  this  very  day  the  place  is  (hewn,  from  which 
the  fwine  felP.'  On  this  relation  of  Origen  may  be  made 
the  following  remarks : 

1.  Origin  confiders  it  as  certain,  that  all  the  manu- 
fcripts,  with  which  he  was  acquainted,  were  in  fome 
places  erroneous. 

2.  It  is  his  intention  to  confirm  this  opinion  by  an 
example,  which  to  him  appears  to  admit  of  no  doubt. 
Yet  this  very  example  is  an  argument  againft  Origen, 
and  againft  the  ufe  of  critical  conjefture. 

3*  The  reading  Ti^yi<Fv\vmj  which  is  that  of  our  com- 
mon printed  editions,  he  found  in  no  manufcript ;  for 
all  his  manufcripts,  and  that  in  all  the  three  Gofpels,had^ 
either  Vi^oLcaym^  or  Ta^Sx^yiym.  The  reading,  therefore^ 
tffyffl^vwv,  which  is  generally  found  in  our  manufcripts, 
can  be  afcribed  to  no  other  caufe,  than  the  conje&ure 
of  Origen. 

4.  His  reafon  for  rejefting  rflK^aftjkwv  was,  becaufo 
there  was  no  fea  near  Gadara.  But  this  is  not  fulficieot 
ground  for  rejedting  the  reading.  For  Gadara,  which 
he  places  in  Judsea,  a  name  that  he  probably  ufes  to  fig- 
lufy  all  Paleftine,  was,  according  to  the  accounts  pf 
Jofephus*,  the  capital  of  Persea;  and  from  this  town 
the  whole  of  the  adjacent  country,  as  far  as  Galilee^  was 
called  TaJaj^t-  The  coutitry  of  Gadara,  therefore, 
extended  as  far  as  the  fea  of  Tiberias,  into  which  the 
fwine  fell :  and,  as  the  Eyangejifts  relate  not  that  Chrift 
fame  to  Gadara,  but  only  into  the  country  of  the  Ga- 
darenes,  or,  in  other  words,  that  he  crofled  the  fea  of 

Tiberias> 

•  Bcll.Jad.Llb.lv.  cap.vii.  §  j. 
f  Bclhjud.  Lib.  in.  cap.  iii.  §  x. 
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Tiberias,  and  landed  on  the  eaftern  {hore,Jt  is.  of  no 
importance,  whether  there  was  a  fea  near  Gadara  itfelfy 
or  not.  Origen  therefore  might  have  permitted  this 
reading,  which  he  found  in  a  few  manufcripts,  but  which 
we  have  only  in  the  Syriac  verfion^  to  remain. 

5»  It  is  equally  unimportant^  whether  there  was  a  fea 
near  the  city  Gcm^^  which  lay  on  the  other  fide  of  the 
Jordan;  near  the  river  Jabbok  i  for  the  reading  rffoffu- 
vmj  docs  riot  imply  that  Ghrift  came  to  the  city  Gerafa, 
but  only  to  the  country  of  the  Gcrafenes^  Now  it  ap^ 
pears  from  the  accounts  of  Jofephus  *,  that  Gerafa  was 
a  large  fortified  town,  and  that  it  gave  name  to  a  certain 

.diftridt,  in  a  part  of  which  a  fort  was  built  of  the  name 
of  Ragaba'.     Now  Ragaba,  or  as  it  is  written  in  He- 

^brew,  Argob,  was  fifteen  Roman  miles  to  the  Weft  of 
Gerafa  i    and  Reland,  in  his  Palseftina,  p.  959.  obferv.es, 

.that,  the  land  of  the  Gerafenes  extended  a  great  way  td 
the  Weftward,  a  circumftance  neceffary  for  the  under-* 
ibtndiiig  6(  the  New  Teftament.     It  is  not  improbable, 

'  therefore,  that  the  land  of  the  Gera;fenes  bordered,  in 
fom<^  places,  oh  the  lake  of  Genneiareth  ;  and  it  is  not 

.  Inanifeft*  that  Tt^Mtymj  as  Origen  afierts,  is  abfblutely  a 

-felfe  reading;    Infeift,  we  have  no  concern  with,  the  city 

•  of  Gerafa,  in  inquiring  ioto.a  reading,,  which  relates  only 

•  to  the-tsoUntry  at  large,  which  derived  its  naraefrom  the 

•  city* .    In  Arabic,^  Gerfh  {^j^:^^  fignifies  the  Land  of 

•  Gilead.'    See  the  Supplementa  ad  Lex.  Heb*  Num.  421. 

5S;  The  alteration  of  the  text  to' Fffystni^w^,  Origen 
grounded  on  no  other  aufhority,  than  that  a  place  near 
the  cily  of  Gergefe  was  ftiil  (hewn,  ^t  that  v$ry-time< 
where  the  fwine  fellii>to  the  fe^.     Now  every  one,  ^lio 

.  knows  the  impofitions -which  have  been  piaftifed  on 
travellers  through Paleftinej  in  pointing  ojat  to  them  the 
fcenes  of  aftions  recorded  in  the  facjred  ivritingSj  muft 

'  wonder  that  (b  learned*  and  fo  iibhfible  a  man  as  Origen^ 
could  alter  the  tex<  of  thlfee  Evangeliftsj  merely  onfuch 
a  tradition. 

7.  Still 

•  Bell.  Ju(f<  Librf  i.  cap;  iv.  §  8. 
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•  7.  Still  further :  it  is  poflible,  if  not  probabte,  tlut 
the  name  of  Gergefa  did  not  exift  in  the  time  of  Chrift 
and  his  Apoftles.  This  fufpicion  muft  certainly  arife  in 
the  mind  of  every  man,  who  has  attentively  read  the 
works  of  Jofephus.  This  hiftorian  was  perfeftly  well  ac- 
quainted with  Galilee,  and  the  whole  country  bordering 
on  the  Jordan,  not  only  as  being  a  Jew,  but  as  having 
commanded  a  body  of  troops,  with  which  he  had  tra- 
Verfed  the  country  by  night  and  by  day;  and  yet  it  docs 
not  appear  that  he  knew  of  uhy  fuch  land  as  that  of  the 
Gergefenes.  In  the  fir  ft  book  of  his  Antiquities,  chap.  6. 
.•§  2.  after  having  mentioned  the  xutions  of  Canaan,  de- 
fcribed  in 'the  tenth  clmpter  ;of  Genefis,  he  proceeds, 

*  but  ^f  the  other  feven,  the  Hetites^  the  Jdbufites,  the 
Amorites^  the  Gergefenes,  the  Eudceans,  th^  Sinites,  and 
the  Zemarites,  we  have  nothing  remaining,  but 'their 
'names,  which  exift  in  thefacred  writing^Sbecaufe  the 
Hebrews  have  rafed  their  cities  to  the  grotind.'  Befides, 
it  appears  from  Jofhua  iii.  10,  that  the  Gergjsfea^s  dwelt 
On  this  fide  the  Jordan,  not  on  the  other  fide,  where  the 
event  in  queftion  h  recorded  to  have*happened. 

It  is  certain,lherefore,  thatOrigenhad.no  folid  reafpns 
•for  altering  the  text,  or  for  fuppdfing  that  the  fame 
error  had  crept  into  three  different  paflages  of,  the  Ne,w 
Tcftament,  and  that  this  error  v\^s  retained  in  j$kll  the 
Greek  manufcripts,  which  he  was  able  to  procure^  .  Jf 
Vi^yes^vw  had  been  the  true  reading,  it  is  hardly  po(5ble 
for  it-to  have  been  expunged  from  three  different Gofpels, 

I  will  mention  another  inftance,  which  r<?l.ates  to  Joljn 
i.  2&.  'Origen  found,  as  he  fays,  in  almoftall  his  ma- 
nufcripts, or,  if  we  may  judge  from  what  follows,  in 
Wery  one  of  them  without  exception  ^  this  verfe  thus' 
written,  *  thefe  things  were  done  in  Bethany  beyond 
Jordan,  where  John  was  baptizing/  But  Origen  re- 
jedted  this  reading  for  the  following  reafon :  "  As  1  have 

bepn 

«^  uriderftaftd  thc^ords  of  Jofephus,  is  if  flopped  in  the  following 

*  This  at  leaft  is  Wetflein'*s  opinion,  though  the  words  of  Origen  do 
not  ntceflarily  imply  it. 
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been  in  that  country,  in  order  to  trace  the  footileps  cf 
Chrift  and  his  Apoftles,  I  am  perfuaded,  that  we  ought 
not  to  read  Bethany  in  this  paflage,  but  Bethabara.  For 
Bethany,  as  the  Evangelift  himfelf  relates,  was  the  birth-* 
place  of  Lazarus^  Martha,  and  Mary,  and  only  fifteen 
fladia  from  Jeruialem  \  but  the  Jordan  was  at  lead,  to 
fpeak  in  round  numbers,  a  hundred  and  ninety  ftadia 
from  that  city.  Nor  is  there  any  city  whatfoever  of  the 
name  of  Bethany  near  to  that  river.  But  there  is  a  city 
of  the  name  of  Bethabara  on  thp  banks  of  the  Jordan, 
where  it  is  fatd,  that  John  baptized*.'* 

Here  again  Origen  grounds  the  reading,  which  he  has 
fubftituted  for  Bethany,  on  no  other  authority  than  the 
relation  of  fuch  perfons  as  conduft  travellers  to  the 
places  in  Paleftine  which  are  mentioned  in  the  facred 
wntingfe.  Thefe  perfons  either  had  no  inclination  to 
conduct  Origen  to  the  Bethany  which  lay  on  the  other 
fide  of  the  Jordan,  as  the  journey  might  have  been  at- 
tended with  danger,  on  account  of  the  tribes  of  wan- 
dering Arabs  which  infefled  that  country ;  or  they  were 
Wholly  ignorant  of  the  place.  Not  to  lole  therefore  their 
profits  arifing  from.conduding  flrangers,  they  (hewed 
Bethabara  to  Origen,  as  the  place  where  John  baptized, 
and  the  learned  father  was  credulous  enough  to  believe 
them. 

f -ow  his  objedions  to  the  common  reading  entirely 
vanifh,  as  foon  as  we  examine  the  text  itfelf,  and  inquire 
into  the  real  ftate  of  the  cafe.  Origen  fays,  tliat  Bethany 
lay  near  Jcrufalem,  and  therefore  at  a  diftance  from  the 
Jordan.  But  it  may  be  afked,-  whether  there  was  not 
more  than  one  city  of  that  name ;  and  whether  we  raufl 
necefTarily  fuppofe  that  the  city  in  queftion  was  the  place 
where  Lazarus  refided  ?  It  appears,  even  from  the  ex- 
preflion  ufed  by  St.  John,  that,  whether  we  read  Bethany, 
or  Bethabara,  there  was  more  than  one  city  of  the  name, 
which  he  mentioned  :  for  if  any  man  fhould  fay,  *  thefe 
things  were  done  at  Frankfort  on  the  Oder/  every  man, 
even  without  a  knowledge  of  Germany,  wpuld  conclude, 
that  there  was  fomc  other  town  of  the  fame  name,  from 
6  which 
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which  tl;ie  former  was  diftinguiflied  by  the  addition  of 
an  epithet.  In  the  fame  manner,  when  St.  John  fpeaks 
of  Bethany  beyond  Jordan,  we  muft  fuppofe  that  there 
were  two  cities  of  that  name,  and  that  the  city  whic]h  he 
meant  was  different  from  that,  which  was  fituate  on  the 
mount  of  Oiives.  But  Origen  fays  that  there  was  no 
town  of  the  name  of  Bethany  on  any  part  of  the  Jordan. 
Now  we  might  reply,  that  Origen  hardly  vifited  all  the 
towns  oh  the  banks  of  the  Jordan^  and  that,  like  other 
pilgrims,  he  probably  took  the  route,  which  was  pointed 
out  by  his  guides  ;  or  that  the  wars  between  the  Jews 
and  the  Romans  had  fo  defolated,  and  fo  altered  the 
face  of  the  country,  that  many  towns  might  have  exifted 
in  the  time  of  John  the  Baptift,  of  which  no  traces  re- 
mained in  the  days  of  Origen.  But  this  anfwer  is  un- 
neceflary,  for  the  EVangehft  ufes  a  very  indeterminate 
expreflSon,  he  fays  that  the  jplace,  where  John  baptized, 
was  on  the  other  fide  of  the  Jordan,  an  expreffion  which 
by  no  means  implies  that  the  town  lay  on  the  banks  of 
that  river ;  for  it  might  have  been  fltuated  either  on  the 
Jabbok>  or  on  fome  other  ftream  cohfiderably  to  the^ 
eaftward,  where  John  had  a  fufficient  fupply  of  water 
for  the  purpofe  of  baptizing.  The  alteration,  therefore^ 
which  was  made  by  Origen,  was  wholly  without  foun- 
dation. 

Jerom,  though  he  was  a  man  of  profound  learning, 
changed  BrA^ffiaA,  which  he  found  in  all  his  manu- 
fcripts,  into  BitA^fgsfi,  for  no  other  reafon  than  becaule 
he  did  not  underftand  the  common  readinsr.  That  which 
he  has  fubftituted  has  been  approved  by  Teveral  critics, 
has  been  adopted  in  the  Vulgate,  and  thence  transferred 
to  Luther's  tranflation ;  but  the  altcp.tion  was  wholly 
unneceffary,  as  the  reading  Bftx^^aA  is  highly  applicable 
to  the  prince  of  the  devils,  as  may  be  fcen  in  the  Sup- 
plementa  ad  Lex.  Hebraica,  Num.  268. 

Luther  adopted  the  conjefture  of  Reuchlin  Ta6»«  for 
TaCiOoj,  Ads  ix.  36.  But  at  prefent  no  man  would  fup- 
port  it,  who  knows  that  K/iUQ  is  a  good  Chaldce  word, 
the  flatus  emphaticus  of  >ryjD, 

Vol.  11.  Cc  To 
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To  mention  only  one  more  example  of  critical  con- 
je&ure.     Several  critics  have  thought  the  following  paf- 

{age,  r«  y»^  Ayuf  £iya  ogog  ifiv  s»  rif  A^«Si^,   GaU  iv*  25* 

fo  very  extraordinary,  that  they  have  attempted  to  alter 
it  from  mere  conjefture,  as  may  be  feen  in  Bowyer's 
Critical  ConjeAures.  But  no  man,  who  knew  that  the 
Arabic  word  Hagar  (^;^b^^)  fignified  a  rock*,  could 
think  of  making  an  alteration  in  this  pafiage :  for  it  is 
obvious  that  r»  Aya^  in  the  neuter  cannot  iignify  the 
woman  Hagar,  and  St,  Paul  has  not  been  guilty  of  a 
grammatical  error,  fince  the  paffage  muft  be  tranflated 
*  the  word  Hagar  denotes  mount  Sinai  in  Atabia.*  This 
remark  I  made  many  years  ago  in  my  notes  to  the 
epiftle  to  the  Galatians :  and  the  coUedlor  of  the  Con- 
jeftural  Emendations  has  likewife  a  fimilar  remark,  it 
being  his  ufual  praftice  to  mention  thofe  objeftions, 
which  may  be  made  to  the  propofed  amendments.  A 
conjefture  of  Dr.  Semler,  relative  to  the  latter  part  of 
the  epiftle  to  the  Romans,  was  noticed  in  the  Gottii^en 
Review  for  1768,  N*  30.  and  combated  on  the  fame 
ground,  as  Profeflbr  Schulz,  who  had  not  feen  that  num- 
ber, has  taken  in  his  edition  of  Bowyer's  Conjedtures, 
PL  385 — 397.  The  agreement  between  the  arguments 
ufed  in  both  of  thofe  works  is  remarkable* 

The  foregoing  fpecimcns  are  fufficient  to  (hew  how 
unneceflary  critical  conje&ures  are  in  general  in  regard 
to  the  New  Teftament :  arid,  as  moft  of  them  are  of 
the  fame  ftamp,  it  would  be  ufelefs  to  produce  any 
other  examples. 


SECT.     IV. 

•  Some  critical  conj enures  propofed  by  the  author^  ^. 

T  H  A  v  E  faid  above,  that  there  are  certain  paflages  ia 
^,  the  New  Teftament,  in  which  I  can  hardly  refraiff 
fmm  venturing  a  critical  conjedlure.     I  will  mention  a 

few 

^  See  the  Supplementa  ad  Lex.  Hebraica^  p*  498* 
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few  examples,  becaufe  they  may  tend  to  illuftrate  the 
preceding  feftionsj  and  if,  fince  the  time  that  any 
one  of  them  occurred  to  me,  I  have  found  reafon  to  alter 
my  opinion,  I  will  add  that  this  or  that  conje6hire  is 
unneceflary.  The  number  of  them  is  but  linall,  be- 
caufe I  have  never  fought  for  them,  and  have  only  noted 
thofe,  which  feemed  to  force  themfelves  upon  me. 

In  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel  I  have  only  one,  namely,  ch. 
xxviii.  1 6.  where  I  would  read  01  Si  suiwa  KAI  01  fAaHnrxt. 
Likewife  Triller's  Conjefture,  lis  nweu  tj/ah/  for  ih  nvoy  • 
u^aiy,  V.  7.  of  the  fame  chapter,  is  extremely  probable. 
My  reafon  for  this  opinion  I  have  given  in  the  Hiftory 
of  the  Refurreftion,  p.  118, 119.  324.  But  the  firft  of 
thefe  readings  may  poflibly  be  afcribed  to  the  negligence 
of  the  perfon,  who  tranllated  St.  Matthew's  Gofpel. 
•  Mark  xiv.  69.  %  TTonS^fntvi.  This  reading  implies  that 
it  was  the  very  fame  maid,  who,  v.  67.  hasaccufed  Peter 
of  being  a  companion  of  Chrift ;  and  it  contains  an  evi- 
dent contradidlion  to  Matth.  xxvi.  71.  nSsy  avrov  aXXn. 
It  may  be  alked  then,  whether  wxiSur^n  was  never  written 
without  the  article,  I  will  not  appeal  to  the  Ethiopia 
and  Coptic  Verfions,  which  have  *  another  maid,'  becaufe 
this  reading  might  have  been  fubftituted,  in  order  to 
avoid  the  above-mentioned  contradiftion.  Likewife  in 
the  Englifti  verfion,  though  it  w^as  certainly  made  from 
an  addition,  in  which  n  vociIhtxti  ftood,  has  not  *  the  maid/ 
but  *  a- maid.'  The  queftion  is,  whether  my  conjcdlure 
can  be  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  no  manufcript. 

Mark  xvi.  8.  nisvi  nhy  utto^.  Ought  we  not  to  read 
^hy  «xoy  ?  See  the  Hiftory  of  the  Refurrediori,  p.  135. 

Mark  xvi.  14.  «vax£«p£>6t?  (x,\>roiq  raq  ivSixot.  Has  no 
manufcript  oi,)Kx,>Lufji.ivo\^  auTo*?  KAI  To\q'tviix»  ?  This  read- 
ing would  perfectly  correfpond  to  Luke  xxiv.  36. 

Luke  vi.  29*   o(,vo  m  ii^ovroq  en  to  ifxoLnop  xui  rou  ^trukx 

/Aij  x<aXv(rr,s.     Ought  not  the  order  of  theie  words  to  be 
inverted,  and  the  paffage  written,  gctto  t8  ajjoi/to?  <r«  rou 

^iruux   xai  TO   ifxariov  ^ij  xwAuctj?  ?   The  pofition  of  p^irwy 

and  «/A«T««j^  would  then  correfpond  to  their  pofition, 
Matth.  V.  40.  and  the  paffage  could  be  more  eafily  ex-? 

'   c  c  2  plained 
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Slaincd  from  the  laws  of  the  Jews,  as  I  have  (hewn  in  the 
lofaic  Law,  Sect.  148.  N''3.  But  I  acknowledge  that 
thealteration  is  not  abfolutely  neceirary,Yor  Chrift  might 
have  ufed  both  of  thefe  expreffions;  and  St.  Matthew 
have  obferved  that  arrangement,  which  was  moft  intel- 
ligible to  a  Jew,  St.  Lvike  that  which  was  moft  intelli- 
gible to  a  foreigner;  or  St.  Luke  himfelfj  for  want  of 
fufficient  knowledge  of  the  Jewifli  law  *,  might  have 
inverted  thefe  expreffions,  in  which  cafe  the  prefent  read- 
ing muft  be  afcribed,  not  to  a  copyift,  but  to  the  author 
himfelf. 

Luke  ix.  10.     The  word  «vr»3cfv  feems  to  have  been 

omitted  after  nj  rowoy  i^nfxov,  *  to  a  defert  place,  oppofite 

to  a  city,  which  is  called  Bethfaida.'     Sje  Mark  vi.  45. 

Luke  xi.  36.     This  verfe  would  bs  more  intelligible, 

if  we  inferted  the  article  to,  and  read  ««  ay  to  <ruy.as  cr*  oAoir 

^«drCii^OV,    fJLfl    (^OV  T»  jU.£PO^  C>iOTHVOVy    if  oil  ^(avuvov   TO   oXov    0 

The  meaning  of  the  palfagc  would  then  be,  '  if  in  con- 
(equence  of  one  perfect  eye  thy  whole  body  is  light,  take 
care  that  the  whole,  that  is,  the  whole  man,  body  and 
foul,'  become  light.'  The  eyes  give  light  to  the  body, 
but  that,  which  Chrift  calls  light,  fhall  enlighten,  or 
give  true  knowledge  to  the  whole  man. 

•  Lukp  xii.  15.  OT*  ^A  fv  Tw  ur«f i(ro-6V£4v  Tivi  rj  ^«)|  amth  ini* 

ijc  rm  vTtcf.^'xoyrm  »vru.     It  may  be  aiked,  whether  St. 

Luke  did  not  write  ot*  ax  ev  tw  tstij *(ro-cuftir  riyi   n  ^«»l  avT» 

inv,  AAA'  fx  Twy  iTTUf^oifTdii/  auT«,  that  is,  *  we  live  not 
from  that,  which  is  fuperabundant,  but  from  that,  which 
\ve  really  enjoy,  or  from  that  which  we  employ  in  food, 
raiment,  &c.'  Sec  Horace's  Satires,  Book  1. 1. 45. — 64.  * 
Even  without  making  an  alteration  in<he  text,  we  might 
give  it  "the  fame  fenfe,  provided  we  inferted  a  comma 
after  £r*v. 

Luke  xxiv.  1,2.  It  feems  to  me  that  fomethihgis  here 
wanting,  relative  to  the  appearance  of  Ghrift  to  Peter, 

which 

•  See  theMofaic  Law,  Vol.  III.  p.  49 — 51. 

^  Or  without  the  infertion  of  the  article  if,  inftead  of  exw,  we  read 
ex«i»,   the  foul,  or  rcafon,  for  Suidas  explains  oXm;  as  fynonyraous  to 

f{cyi/Aff;  and  vytr,;. 


t 
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which  is  rccorcled  i  Cor.  xv.  5.  and  which  St,  Luke 
hirnfelf  mentions,  ch.  xxiv.  34.  My  reafon  for  this 
opinion  is  given  in  the  Hiftory  of  the  Refurrcdlion, 
p.  191— 193. 

John  vi.  21.  ri^iXpifHv  avTQy  XccSuv^  This  is  a  contra^ 
diftion  to  the  relation  of  the  other  Evangelifts,  who  fay 
that  the  difciples  aftually  took  Chrift  into  the  fhip.  Per- 
haps 5t,  John  wrote  uAfiey  hv  a^Tov  AaCfii/.  This  conjcdture 
would  be  allowed  in  profane  writers,  who  had  been  eye- 
witnefles  of  the  fame  fa<ft  j  and  no  reafon  can  be  afligned 
why  it  ftiould  be  refufed  to  the  facred  writers,  when  they 
appear  to  be  at  variance  with  each  other. 

John  xvii.  10.  Mo^(X(riJLcn.  Oaght  it  not  to  be  written 
Siio^A<rofM»ij  the  paulo  poft  fiiturum  i  The  fenfe  would 
then  be  *  I  Ihall  foon  be  glorified  through  them :'  for 
Chrifl-  was  at  that  time  not  yet  glorified  in  his  Apoftles. 

Adts  ix.  16.  vTToiu^  auTw.  An  alteration  in  this  paf- 
fage  occured  to  me  before  tlie  publication  of  Bowyer's 
jConjeftures,  in  which  a  fimilar  amendment  is  propofed 
by  fome  one  who  figns  himfelf  R  *.  As  the  *two  con- 
jeftuies  are  not  precifely  the  fame,  and  yet  have  a  great 
(imilarity  to  each  other,  I  will  mention  that  which  oc- 
curred to  me,  as  it  is  always  a  prefun:iption  in  favour  of 
a  conjefturc,  v/hen  two  different  critics  write  indepen- 
dently of  each  other,  and  yet  propofe  the  fame  amend- 
ment. The  alteration  which  occurred  tc  me  was  MTrefn^a 
«uTw,  and  in  my  public  le6turcs  I  have  explained  the 
paflage  as  follows :  non  tam  vexavit  ecclefiam  meam, 
*<}uam,  me  ita  rem  motjerante,  alios  vexans  vidit,  quid 
debeat  ipfe  aliquando  pro  jne  pati..  Noa  nov^  ilU  erunt, 
quOTum  exemplum  in  aliis  prseivit. 

A(5ts  xvi.  26.  jcflP*  Tsrxyrm  t»  Szc^n  ai/s9jj.  This  paflage 
is  very  fufpicious,  and  feems  to  be  one  of  thofe  interpo- 
lations, with  which  the  Adts  of  the  Apoftles  have  been 
particularly  disfigured.  It  is  poffiblc  that  doors  may  be 
broke  open  by  an  earthquake,  but  it  is  hardly  poffible 
that  the  fetters  of  prifoners  fhould  be  loofcd,  at  ieaft  not 
without  wounding  the  perfoiis  who  wore  them.  And, 
what  is  likewife  extraordinary,  not  only  the  fetters  of  Paul 

c  c  3  •        and 
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and  Silas  are  loofened,  but  alfo  thofe  of  the  other  pri- 
foncrs ;  yet  not  one  of  them  makes  his  efcape,  though 
they  had  hardly  been  imprifoned,  like  St.  Paul,  for  vir- 
tuous aftions':  nay,  many  of  them  were  perhaps  under 
fentence  of  death, 

Adls  xxviii.  i6.  m^  vx%p%u  The  article  is  here,  in 
my  opinion,  very  fufpicious  :  for  this  reading  implies 
that  they  had  before  let  the  boat  into  the  fea,  and  had 
afterwards  great  difficulty  in  reaching  it.  This  is  im- 
probable, becaufe  i.  No  reafon  can  be  affigned,  why 
they  (hould  have  let  it  down  into  the  fea  in  a  ftorm. 

2.  If  they  had  Jet  it  down  into  the  fea,  they  would  have 
been  able  to  draw  it  up  again,  unlefs  we  fuppofe,  what 
is  contrary  to  reafon,  that  they  had  let  it  entirely  loofe» 

3.  Suppofing  the  boat  to  have  been  looie,  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  circumftance  of  the  (hip's  being  near  the 
ifland  has  any  ConneAion  with  the  recovery  of  this  boat. 
I  would  therefore  omit  the  definite  article,  and  explain 
the  paflage,  '  Being  near  an  ifland  we  fought  for  help, 
but  could  not  procure  a  boat  to  our  affiftance/ 

Rom.  i.  4.  In  this  difficult  paflage  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  conjundion  xat  is  wanting,  and  that  we  ought 

to   read    xxt»  wifivfjicc  a'yiu)(rvvn;  KAI  e^  avctrc^tnag  p£X,^uh 

According  to  this  reading  Chrift  would  be  called  the 
fon  of  God  for  two  reafons,  i ,  in  confequence  of  his 
eternal  divine  nature,  2.  on  account  of  his  refurreftion 
from  the  dead.  This  conjefture  is  however  not  abfo' 
lutely  neceflTary,  as  the  difficulty  may  be  removed  by 
pointing  the  fentence  in  a  manner  different  from  the  pre- 
sent, which  I  Ihall  fliew  in  the  chapter  relating  to  that 
fubjed:.  It  may  be  obferved  alfo,  that  commentators 
have  taken  for  granted  that  xBr;£u/M^  uyiuauvrK  fignifies  the 
eternal  Godhead,  without  any  authority,  or  arguments 
drawn  from  the  analogy  of  the  Greek  language^ 

Rom.  vii.    24.    i:c  ra  (TiiiUfXroq  ra  S'avara  rar*.      Has  DO 

manufcript  thefe  words  in  an  inverted  order,  namely, « 

'  Ta  ^xvxT'd  ra  erwpaTOff  rara  ? 

'   Rom.  vii    25.    £u;^af  «j^   no  ^««.     It  may .  be  afked 

whether  St,  Paul  did  not  write  eu  x°^V^  ''^V  ^^V>  ^^  ^^' 

6  ■       •  ''      '  fign 
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fign  to  exprefs  the  following  fenfe,  euge  !  gratia  Dei  me 
a  morte  hujus  corporis  liberavit  per  Jefum  Chriftum 
dominum  noftrum. 

Rom.  viii.  2.  A  conjedlure  relative  to  this  text  I  have 
propofed  in  the  fecond  fedlion  of  this  chapter. 

Rom.  ix.  12.  x*Aa>To?.  Ought  we  not  to  read  AaX«vToj  ? 

Rom.  ix,  1 6.  This  verfe  feems  to  be  wrong  placed. 
See  chap.  vi.  feft.  10.  The  tranfpofition  of  this  verfe 
was  the  firft  caufe,  which  led  me  to  fufpedl,  that  our 
manufcripts  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans  were  not  taken 
immediately  from  the  original,  which  St.  Paul  fent  to 
Rome,  but  from  the  coUeftion  offered  writings,  which 
was  formed  after  the  death  of  the  Apoftles. 

Rom.  ix.  22.  ci  Jf.  Ought  not  this  to  be  written  iJi, 
as  we  often  find  the  two  expreflions  exchanged  by  mif- 
take  ?  But  I  will  not  infift  on  the  alteration,  as  the  com- 
mon reading  is  not  devoid  of  meaning. 

Rom.  XV.  12.  oL^x^iv  f3-j'wi/.     See  ch.  v.  {tdi,,  4, 

\  Cor.  IV.  I'.  «TWf  Xoy»^£o"3'«  n^cLq  ai/9"fW7ro^.  The  word 
ai^&fwirof  is  here  unlultable  to  the  context,  and  the  word 
'  man,'  ufed  in  the  fenfe  of  *  everj^  man,*  does  not  found 
like  genuine  Greek.  The  fenfe  would  be  better,  and  the 
language  more  pure,  if  we  read  ourw?  Aoy«^f(r3-w  n/:A«ff 
pcy^fu'frHg :  that  is,  '  we  are  men,  like  other  men,  not 
lords  of  the  church;*  or,  let  all  men  confider  us  as 
men,  as  their  equals,  who  have  no  other  fuperiority  than 
that  of  being  fervants  of  Chrift. 

I  Cor.  viii.  10.  oixofofM-n^ncsrxi.  The  phrafe  *  his  con- 
fcierice  will  be  edified  to  eat  things  offered  to  idols,'  is 
fo  very  extraordinary,  that  many  critics  have  here  fuf- 
pefted  an  error  in  the  Greek  text.  I  am  of  the  fame 
opinion,  and  venture  a  new  conjefture,  which  confifts 
merely  in  the  alteration  of  A  to  N,  two  letters  which  tranf- 
cribers  frequently  exchange.  I  would  alter  them  omofo^ 
f*»)S'ji<rfra»  to  oixovoiah^^o- iron ,  and  explain  the  paflage,  *  his 
confcience  will  be  (educed  to  eat  of  things  offered  tp 
idols,'  or  '  his  confcience  will  be  guided  by  thine,  and 
in  compliance  with  your  example  (xar'  oixow>/AiaK,  as  the 
fathers  would  exprefs  it)  eat  of  things  offered  to  idols/ 

c  c  4  or. 
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or,  *  he  will  conceal  his  real  opinion  (for  o-uwiJiKri?  may 
be  taken  in  this  fenfe)  and  through  diffimulation  eat  of 
things  offered  to  idols.'  I  prefer  the  laft  explanation. 
The  fathers  frequently  ufe  oix#w/uii«  in  this  fenfe :  for 
inftance  Chryfoftpm,  in  his  remarks  on  Adts  xxi.  20, 

21  .lays  of  St,  Paul,  cx«/o;  roiyMV  6-uyicaT«6»»va»  avftyxot^a/Afvof 
InJat^cdf.      AAA*  «p^»  TTjj  yv(ay.y^^i  olXX%  tuc  otKovojunat^  to  ym- 

fif^oi/  uir.  It  may  be  alked  however,  whether  this  ule  of 
the  word  oixo^opa  is  as  ancient  as  the  time  of  St.  Paul. 
There  is  fomething  like  it,  Pfalm  cxi.  (or  cxii.)  6,  01x0- 
vofAiaru  T8;  \oY»(  otvTig  iv  xfia-itj  and  Dr.  JLefs  has  found 
feveral  examples  in  profane  authors,  namely,  Epidleti 
Diatrib.III.  14.  Marcus  Antoninus.  Lib.  IV.  51.  XL  18. 
The  conjefture,  which  I  have  here  proppfed,  derives  a 
very  high  degree  of  probability  from  a  cafe  that  is  exadly 
in  point.  The  common  text  of  3  Maccab.  iii.  22.  is 
9iKovo[XHiJLByujfy  but  in  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  the  N  is 
exchanged  for  A,  and  the  word  is  vC^rittenotxo^op«fAfi/«v^ 

1  Cor.  xiv.  10.  yfvii  fmuv.  Did  not  St.  Paul  write 
ysvn  i^i^uu  ? 

I  Cor.  XV.  I.  yvtjpi^(o.  Has  no  manufcript  yi^/Jto-a?, 
which  I  would  take  interrogatively,  and  render  the  paf- 
fage,  opuine  eft  ut  evangelium  meum  vobis  narrem  ? 

1  Cor.  XV.  27.  ^uXoy  on  fXToy.  What  St.  Paul  here 
fays  is  perfedtly  true,  but  it  il  difficult  to  comprehend 
with  what  delign  he  fays  it.  Was  it  probable  that  any 
one  (hould  fuppofe,  that  the  father  was  included  within 
the  expreffion,  *  all  things,  which  were  to  be  obedient 
to  the  fpn  ?'  The  fenfe  would  be  better  exprefled,  if  we 

read  oTi  Mti  ixtoj,  or  0T^  tx  t»  UTrtTaJavTO^. 

2  Cor.  1.  17-  »!'«  V  wocp^  ^f^oi  TO  i^ai  j/a»,  xai  to  «  a. ^  Here 
the  alteration  which  Bowyer  mentions,  as  propofed  by 
fome  perfon  who  figns  himfelf  R,  namely,  iva,  p  Trap  £jm^» 
TO  vat  «,  xa*  TO  s  yon,  had  nOt  Only  occurred  to  rtie  as 
Drobable,  but  as  abfolutely  neceflary.  We  may  fay  of 
a  man  who  fpeaks  the  truth,  that  his  yea  is  yea,  and  his 
no,  no.  See  Matthew  v.  37.  and  James  v.  12.  with 
Wetftein's  notes  to  thefe  paflages.  So  on  the  contrary, 
we  muft  lay  of  a  man  who  violates  the  truth,  •  that  bis 
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yea,  is  no,  and  his  no,  yea.  Mr.  Trefchow,  in  anfwer 
to  fomc  queftions  which  I  had  propofed  to  him,  wrote 
me  word  in' a  letter,  dated  17*'"  July  1771,  that  in  the 
Codex  Vindobonenfis  34,  this  paiiage  has  been  altered, 
though  it  feems  that  the  corredion  is  not  very  clear. 

2   Cor.   i.    24.   on  xupifUo/ACV  yy,m  rng  vifitag.      I  (ufpeft 

the  authenticity  of  the  word  Tsrirfw?,  for  we  may  con-* 
elude  from  the  expreflion  ^iiJo/xiko?  vfAtau,  ufed  in  the 
preceding  verfe,  that  St.  Paul  did  not  ulurp  an  autho-" 
rity  ovfer'the  faith  of  the  Corinthians ;  and  yet  it  might 
be  argued  that  the  Apoftles  had  really  authority  over 
the  faith  of  the  Ciiriftians  in  general,  fince  the  precepts, 
which  the  Apoftles  delivered,  were  the  rules,  by  which 
they  were  to  regulate  their  lives  and  manners.  The 
whofe  paffage  would  be  eafy,  if  we  omitted  the  fuper- 
ftuous  words  mc  trtr^wf ,  fince  a  man,  who  has  authority 
over  the  aftions  of  others,  may  very  properly  ufe  the 
expreflion  *  to  treat  them  with  clemency.* 
•  2  Cor.  V.  10.  roc  iix  T«  cw/Aarof:  l^wtry  One  knows 
the  difficulty  attending  thefe  words.  Inftead  of  Siot^  the 
Vulgate  exprefles  liixy  having*  ut  referat  unufquifque 
propria  corporis.  Now  it  is  not  improbable  that  both 
of  thefe  readings  are  geniiine,  and  that  St.  Paul  wrote 

And  if  the  original,  as  I  really  believe,  was  TAIAIAAIA 
TOT,  it  was  eafy  in  the  hurry  of  copying  for  tranfcribers 
to  overlook  the  letters  that  occurred  twice,  and  for  one 
to  write  TAIAIATOT,  another  TAAlATOT,  On  this 
hypot&efis,  therefore,  our  different  copies  contain  dif- 
ferent fragments  of  the  fame  genuine  reading.  If  our 
prcfent  manufcripts  of  the  fecond  epiftle  to  the  Corin- 
thians are  tranfcripts  taken  originally  from  two  ancient 
copies,  one  of  which  had  the  firft,  the  other  the  fecond 
of  thefe  errata,  it  is  eafy  to  conceive  how  the  different 
readings  arofe ;  why  we  have  only  fragments  of  the  ge- 
nuine reading ;  and  why  different  tranfcribers  have  in 
later  times  made  different  alterations  in  this  paffage  in 
order  to  make  it  intelligible,  whence  have  arifcn  feveral 
various  readings  to  this  paffage. 

"-      '         :     '  v^  '    .  2  Cor, 
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2  Cor.  V.  i8.  ts  xairx\x»^ix,vTo^  fifAo.^*  It  may  be  afked, 
whether  no  manufcript  has  upac  inftead  of  »j/*«j  ?  This 
readir>g  would  be  better  fuited  to  vcrfe  20,  and  we 
(hould  then  have  the  fame  antithefis,  as  in  the  19** 
vcrfe. 

2  Cor.  vi.  I.  Here  I  fufped  the  authenticity  of  the 
word  awtpynvTi^y  becaufe  I  cannot  afcribe  to  it  any  fenfe, 
that  is  not  wholly  fuperfluous.  I  would  read  <n>ps^yHyri; 
vcc^xxotXHfAtv^  inftead  of  ^Mvn^yovTEg  'sta^xKxksfABv^  coarc- 
tantes,  cogcntes  hortaniur,we  exhort  you  moftearneftly. 

Gal.  iii.  20.  I  doubt  whether  this  difficult  verfe 
proceeded  from  the  hands  of  St.  Paul.  It  has  almoft 
the  appearance  of  an  objeftion,  which  fome  one  had 
written  in  the  margin,  and  which  by  degrees  crept  into 
the  text.    The  verfe  is  at  lealV  fuperfluous. 

Phil.  ii.  13.  m^yuv.  Bowyer  has  colle6ted  feveral  con- 
jedtures  in  regard  to  this  paflage  ;  but  there  is  an  alte» 
jration  which  has  not  been  propofed,  though  it,  appears 
to  me  to  be  the  eafieft,  namely,  tvi^ytuf.  An  amend- 
ment is  however  not  abfolutely  neceffary,  and  I  only 
propofe  a  lefs  dh^cult  reading,  for  one  that  is  more  dif- 
ficult. 

Heb.  viii.  3,  0  xF^ofrmyxn*  Tliis  reading  feems  to  be 
erroneous ;  for,  though  it  is  true,  *  that  a  prieft,  who 
offers  gifts  and  facrifices,  muft  have  fomewhat  to  offer,* 
it  is  ftill  an  afTertion,  that  is  wholly  unneceffary.  Be- 
fides,  the  verfe  which  immediately  follows,  relates  not 
to  offerings,  but  to  the  place,  where  they  were  made, 
I  would  read  therefore  a  zr^oa-MyKv,  or  oi  ts-j oo-iwyxy. 
'  James  i.  19.  wff,  or,  according  to  a  various  reading, 
ffi.  It  may  be  afked,  whether  ^r«  be  not  the  true 
reading  ? 

I  Pet.  i.  6.  8.  ayaAAiatrS-f.    Has  no  manufcript  ay«A- 

X«0Kre9'f  ? 

I  John  ii.  20.  27.  xf^G-fAx.  I  do  not  conlider  this  read- 
ing as  abfolutely  fpurious,  and  yet  whenever  I  read  this 
obfcure  palfagc,  it  always  occurs  to  pie  that  the  true 
reading  is  ;/f  >j(r,aa,  which  may  be  taken  in  the  fame  fenfc, 

as  Suidas  alcribes  to  x?^^l^^^  ^^^  JCf  9^/*^^*  namely,  that  of 

■'  praculum. 
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oraculum.  It  is  not  impoffibk  that  the  error  was  in 
St.  John's  own  auto^aphy,  and  that  in  confequence  of 
the  Itacifm  I  was  written  for  H. 

Rev.  x!iv.  17.  t^<iiv  i^Hciaif  iTTi  Tir  vrvfo^.  Here  I  am 
unable  to  comprehend  what  connexion  there  is  between 
the  office  of  the  angel  defcribed  in  this  verfe,  an3  power 
over  firje ;  or  why  the  angel,  who  has  power  over  fire> 
(hould  give  the  orders  to  gather  the  clufters  of  the  vine. 
If  the  fubjedt  related  to  the  angel,  mentioned  v.  15, 16. 
who  gave  the  orders  for  the  harveft,  I  fliould  make  no 
fcruple  to  alter  «^*  t«  tstv^o^  to  rx*  t»  zruf ».  But  at  prcfent 
J  would  propofe  either  cttwj a?,  or  -cruffif,  taking  the  laft 
of  thefe  words  in  a  Hebrew  fenfe.  The  neuter  srv^^^ 
ufed  fubftantively,    correfponds  to  the  Hebrew  •tXI, 

and  may  fignify  the  red  juice  of  the  grape.  This  un- 
ufual,  rough,  and  Hebraic  application  of  Bruf^oy,  is  very 
fuitable  to  the  general  ftyle  of  the  Revelation.  Nay,  if 
inftead  of  isruf  0?,  I  found  zrv^^og  with  a  double  f ,  in  only 
a  fingle  manufcript,  I  (hould  not  hefitate  to  adopt  that 
reading,  becaufe  the  ufe  of  the  nominative  inftead  of 
other  cafes  is  a  conftrudtion,  which  we  frequently  find 
in  the  book  of  Revelation. 

If  it  be  alked,  whether  any  of  the  preceding  conjec- 
tures have  been  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  manu- 
fcripts  ?  I  anfwer— not  one :  though  feveral  of  my  pupils, 
particularly  Mr.  Trefchow,  have  noted  them  down,  and 
examined  manufcripts  on  their  literary  travels  for  that 
very  purpofe.  This  is  the  more  remarkable,  becaufe 
feveral  conjeftures,  which  I  had  made  in  the  Hebrew 
Bible,  have  been  fince  confirmed  either  by  manufcripts, 
^  or  ancient  verfions.^  It  ought  to  ferve  as  a  warning  to 
critics,  not  to  be  too  forward  in  making  conjeAures  in  the 
New  Teftament :  though  it  may  be  faid  on  the  other 
hand,  that,  if  errata  were  in  the  copies,  which  were  ufed 
by  the  perfon,  who  colleded  the  feveral  parts  into  a 
volume,  it  would  be  impoffible  to  find  in  any  manu-,. 
fcript  now  extant  a  confirmation  of  our  conjeftures. 
But  I  would  ftill  recommend  to  every  man  of  learning, 
^vho  has  an  opportunity  of  travelling,  and  of  examining 

manufc'ripts 
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ipanufcripts  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  to  take  with  him 
^  lift  of  fuch  conjedlures,  as  appear  to  be  the  moft  pro- 
bable, and  confult  the  paffages,  in  order  to  fee  whether 
that,  which  is  at  firft  hypothefis,  cannot  be  confirmed 
Xsy  fome  authority. 

I  was  formerly  of  opinion,  that  no  books  of  the  New 
Teftament  were  fo  much  in  need  of  critical  conjefture, 
as  thofe  written  by  St.  Luke  :  but  I  have  fince  abandonr 
cd  that  opinion,  having  obferved  that  other  parts  of  the 
New  Teftament,  for  inftaftce  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans, 
are  equally  in  need  of  emendation.  Befides,  St.  Luke 
in  thofe  inftances,  where  he  difters  frdm  the  other  evan- 
gelifts,  may  himfelf  have  committed  miftakes,  as  he  was 
liot  an  eye-witnefs  of  the  fa(Ets  which  he  relates:  and 
fuch  examples  we  muft  not  afcribe  to  a  copyift.  It  is  true, 
that  the  printed  text  of  no  book  of  the  New  Teftament 
is  fo  erroneous,  and  fo  interpolated,  as  that  of  the  Ad3 
of  the  Apoftlcs,  for  inftance  ch,  viii.  37.  39.  ix.  5,  he. 
but  thefe-  interpolations  are  not  owing  to  the  manu- 
licripts,  for  they  do  not  contain  them^  but  they  were 
inferted  by'Erafmus,  chiefly  on  the  authority  of  the 
Vulgate;  and  what  he  interpolated  has  been  faithfully 
copied  by  later  editors*  It  may  be  alfo  obferved,  that 
the  original  coUecftor  and  editor  of  the  books^  of  the 
New  Teftament,  had  probably  Icfs  correct  manufcriptj 
of  fome,  than  he  had  of  others. 


«*«■ 


SECT.     V. 


B 


Of  theological  conje£lure, 

ESiDE  the  critical  conjeftures,  which  I  have  de- 
fcribed  in  the  prececjing  feftions  of  this  chapter, 
there  is  another  kind  of  conjefture,  which  can  hardly  be 
referred  to  the  fame  clafs/  It  confift$  in  alterins:  the 
text  of  the  facred  writings,  according  to  the  maxirtis 
jjidopted  by  any  particular  party,  whether  it  be  the  ruj- 
irg,    or  the  perfecuted  party;,  in  the  church.     This 

ff  ecies 
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fpecies  of  conjefture  I  would  denote  by  the  name  of 
theological  conje&ure.  Now  a  theologian,  whofc  bufi- 
nefs  is  to  form  his  whole  fyflem  of  faith  and  manners 
from  the  Bible,  cannot  with  any  propriety  affume 
previoufly  any  fyftem  of  theology,  by  which  he  may 
regulate  tlie  facred  text;  but  muft  adopt  that  text, 
which  is  confirmed  by  original  documents,  and  thence 
deduce  his  theological  fyftem.  It  is  allowable  to  ven- 
ture a  conjecture  in  matters  relating  to  hiftory,  to  dates, 
or  to  names,  for  in  thcfe  cafes  the  Bible  is  not  our  only 
principium  cOgnofcendi.  But  whoever  alters  the  text 
in  fubjefts,  which  relate  to  pointsof  divinity,  evidently 
prefuppofes  a  principium  cognofcendi,  that  is  prior  to 
the  Bible  itfelf :  and  when  we  inquire  into  this  princi- 
pium cognofcendi,  we  find  it  to  be  nothing  more  than  a 
fet  of  principles,  which  this  or  that  particular  perfon  has 
thought  proper  to  adopt.  If  we  afk,  from  what  fource 
they  derive  thefe  principles  ?  they  anfwer,  from  reafon. 
Now  I  readily  admit  that  reafon  is  a  principium  cog- 
nofcendi prior  to  Revelation  :  but  then  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  if  a  let  of  writings,  which  we  fuppofe  to  have  been 
revealed  by  the  Deity,  are  rpally  contraditflory  to  found 
reafon,  we  ought  not  to  endeavour  to  reconcile  them  by 
inferting  new  readings  without  any  critical  authority, 
but  at  once  rejeft  thole  writings,  as  an  improper  ftandand 
of  faith  and  manners.  Even  the  writings  of  a  falfe  pro- 
phet .might  be  new  modelled,  fo  as  to  make  them  con- 
fifi:ent  with  the  truth  :  and  if  thefe  liberties  are  allowable 
in  one  cafe,  they  are  allowable  in  others.  We  fliMl 
then  have  no  good  ground  for  rcjefting  the  Koran,  be- 
caufe  it  contains  principles  con  trad  id:  or  y  to  reafon,  but 
muft  likewife  endeavour  to  refcue  the  works  of  Mo- 
hammed from  the  objections,  which  have  been  made  to, 
them,  by  altering  the  exceptionable  paffages.  Befides,  what 
we  call  reafon,  and  by  which  we  would  new  model  the 
Bible,  is  frequently  nothing  more  than  fome  falhionable 
fyftem  of  philofophy,  which  lafts  only  for  a  time,  and 
appears  fo  abfurd  to  thofe,  who  live  in  later  ages,  that 
they  find  it  diiEcuit  to  comprehend,  how  jational  be- 
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ings  can  have  adopted  fuch  ridiculous  notions.  The 
example  of  the  Gnoftics,  who  likewife  attempted  to 
model  the  Bible  according  to  what  they  called  reafon, 
ihews  the  truth  of  this  obfervation  more  clearly,  than 
any  arguments  which  can  be  produced. 

There  is  an  infinite  difference  between  the  inferting 
of  a  reading  into  the  text,  without  any  authority  what- 
foever,  in  order  to  render  it,  as  we  fuppofe,  more  rational, 
and  the  preferring,  of  two  readings  which  really  exift, 
that  which  is  moft  conformable  to  truth.  The  latter  is 
not  only  confiftent  with  equity,  but  with  juftice,  in 
'profane  authors,  as  well  as  in  the  Bible ;  fince  we  ought 
always  to  prefuppofe,  that  a  writer  has  rational  princi- 
ples, till  the  contrary  has  been  (hewn. 

It  will  be  objedted  perhaps  by  thofe,  who  defend  the- 
ological conjefture,  that  we  ought  never  to  lofe  fight  of 
the  analogia  fidei.  Now  I  will  be  candid  enough  to  un- 
derfland  by  thefe  words,  not  the  tenets  of  any  partiailar 
feft  or  party,  and  will  take  the  objection  in  the  follow- 
ing fenfe,  namely,  that  if  two  paflages  in  the  Bible  con- 
tradift  each  other  in  matters  of  faith,  the  one  mufl  be 
altered.  But  how  fhall  we  determine,  which  of  the  two 
is  to  be  altered  }  For  inflance,  if  there  is  a  real  contra- 
diction betweeh  Rom.  iii.  28.  and  James  ii.  24.  fhall 
we  alter  the  textof  St.Paul  on  the  authority  of  St.  James, 
or  the  text  of  St.  James  on  the  authority  of  St.  Paul? 
In  my  opinion  we  fhould  alter  neither,  but  rejeft  the 
whole  as  not  coming  from  the  Deity,  if  it  be  true  that 
there  are  real  contradidions,  for  it  is  upon  this  ground, 
that  we  condemn  the  Koran.  But  we  mufl  recoiled, 
that  not  every  apparent  contradiftion  is  a  contradiftion 
in  reality:  and,  before  we  prefume  to  make  an  alte- 
Tatiou  in  the  text,  we  muft  examine  whether  the  paflages, 
that  are  feemingly  at  variance,  may  not  be  reconciled 
by  a  proper  explanation.  On  a  curfouy  infpeftion  there 
feems  a  manifeft  contradiftion  between  the  two  above- 
i^ientioned  palfages,  llom.  iii.  28.  and  James  ii.  24. ;  yet 
we  fliould  aft  very  abfurdly,  if  we  fought  for  a  remedy 
in  theological  cpnjefture,  fince  th^  .whole  contradiftioir 

vanilhes, 
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vani(hes»  as  foon  as  we  refleft  that  St.  Piaul  underftands 
faith  in  Chrift,  St.  James  faith  in  the  unity  of  the  God- 
head  \ 

Perhaps  it  will  beobjefted,  that  there  are  <iontradid:ions 
(bmetimes  found  in  the  Old  Teftament,  between  the 
books  of  the  Chronicles  and  other  hiftorical  books,  and 
that  no  fenfible  critic  makes  any  fcruple  to  correft  one 
from  the  other.  But  the  two  cafes  are  not  parallel ;  for 
there  is  a  very  wide  difference  between  the  alteration  of 
a  date,  in  which  it  is  lb  eafy  to  make  a  miftake,  and  the 
alteration  of  a  point  of  dodtrine.  And  even  in  the  for- 
mer  cafe,  it  is  not  fo  much  critical  conjefture,  as  an  im- 
provement on  the  maforetic  text  founded  on  the  autho- 
rity of  ancient  verfions  and  manufcripts,  which  ftill  re- 
tain a  great  part  of  the  antemaforetic  text. 

As  critical  conjectures  have  been  principally  made  by 
thoie,  who,  in  the  language  of  the  church,  are  termed 
heretics,  I  will  invent  one  or  two  examples  of  the  fame 
kind  in  the  name  of  the  orthodox,  and  afk  thofe  of  the 
oppofite  party,  whether  they  would  admit  them  as  lawful 
conjeAures.     For  inftance,  fuppofe  I  fliould  alter  on  • 

v^Tn^  pir  /[A£i^a>v  jua  in,  John  xiv.  28.    to  on   0  zrccrna  ^9 

tr^y  or  oTi  0  sFxrvio  fAs  ^(av  jAtv  « j-ii/,  in  order  to  be  freed  from 
a  text  that  imjJies  an  inequality  between  the  father  and 
the  fon  i  or  if  I  (hould  read  i  John  v.  20.  in  the  follow- 
ing manner,  sro^  0  uio^  cnv  0  aXx^ivo?  3'co^,  in  order  to  (hew 
more  diftindlly  the  Divinity  of  Chrift ;  I  think  the  hete^* 
redox  would  exclaim,  "  he  is  either  extremely  ignorant, 
or  by«having  recourfe  to  fuch  miferable  artifices  acknown 
ledges  the  badnefs  of  his  own  caufe."  But  the  hetero- 
dox, as  well  as  the  orthodox,  muft  appear  before  the 
impartial  tribunal  of  criticifm,  where  there  is  no  refpeA 
to  perfdns,  and  where  it  is  not  allowed  for  one  party  to 
take  greater  liberties  than  the  other. 

It  is  certainly  poffible  that  a  book  may  be  fo  very  an- 
cient, and  the  manufcripts  have  fo  many  fpurious  read- 
ings, that  even  points  of  dodtrine  may  have  been  either 

'  loft, 

^  See  the  Introduftion  to  the  epiftle  of  St.  James  ;n  the  fecond  part  of 
this  work. 
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loft,  or  perverted,  and  without  any  other  hope  of  re- 
covery, than  the  help  of 'conjedture.  But  if  this  fhould 
happen  to  a  work,  that  contains  a  divine  revelation,  it 
would  be  a  certain  fign  of  its  bding  obfolete,  and  no 
longer  to  be  ufed  as  a  principium  cognofcendi.  The 
New  Teftament  however  is  not  in  this  fituation,  for  we 
can  judge  of  its  readings  with  as  much  accuracy  at  pre- 
fent,  as  a  thoufand  years  ago. 

I  acknowledged  in  the  feftion  relative  to  critical  con- 
jedture,  that  the  perfon  who  coUefted  into  a  volume  the 
feveral  parts  of  the  New  Teftament,  probably  made  ufe 
of  copies,  that  were  not  wholly  free  from  miftakes;  and 
that  thefe  miftakes  would  of  courfe  be  tranfmitted  into 
all  the  fubfequent  copies.  There  may  be  erroneous  read- 
ings therefore  in  the  New  Teftament,  which  can  be  refti- 
fied  by  no  manufcript  whatfoever.  But  this  can  hardly 
be  the  cafe  with  any  text,  that  relates  to  a  jx)int  of  doc- 
trine :  for,  as  this  colledkion  was  publiftied,  while  fingle 
copies  of  each  individual  book,  efpecially  of  the  epiftles, 
were  ftill  in  circulation,  it  is  certain  that,  ifinthisedir 
tion  of  the  Greek  Teftament  any  point  of  dodtrine  had 
been  given  erroneoufly,  the  text  would  have  been  re- 
jected as  fpurious ;  or  it  would  have  given  rife  to  a  mar- 
ginal note,  though  lefs  important  deviations  were  left 
unnoticed,  and  of  thefe  marginal  notes  feme  traces  would 
ftill  remain  in  the  form  of  various  readings.  Befides, 
what  is  a  very  material  ciccumftance  in  the  prefent  in- 
quiry, the  Chriftian  church  has  been  from  the  earlieft 
ages  divided  into  oppofite  parties ;  and  one  party  would 
furely  have  taken  care  to  reftore  the  ancient  and  genuine 
reading,  wherever  the  other  party  had  introduced  a  falfe 
One.  Nor  let  us  forget  that  the  alterations  made  by 
Marcion,  who  had  travelled  through  many  countries, 
and  had  infpefted  various  manufcripts,  are  for  the  great- 
eft  part  preferved  at  this  very  day.  Now,  as  Marcion 
was  much  better  qualified  for  theological  conjedure, 
than  we  are,  and  no  man  has  applied  the  principle  with 
lefs  referve,  1  think  it  would  be  prcfumption  in  the  pre- 
fent age  to  mangle  any  paflage,  which  he  has  fjmred.' 

Theolo- 
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Theological  conjefture  has  been  principally  ufed  by 
thofe,  who  were  not  members  of  the  ruling  church.',  by 
Marcion  and  his  followers,  by  the  Valentinians,  by  Lu- 
cian  *  &c.  But  the  ancient  fathers,  though  they  were 
partial  to  their  own  doftrines,  and  of  two  readings  pre- 
ferred that  which  beft  fuited  their  own  purpofe,  do  not 
appear  to  have  invented  new  readings  for  the  fake  of 
propagating  particular  tenets.  It  is  true,  that  Auguftin 
in  his  ninth  epiflle  to  Jerom  writes  as  follows  :  '  Whea 
any  paflage  in  the  canonical  books  appears  to  be  contrary 
to  the  truth,  we  muft  conclude  either  that  the  manu- 
fcript  is  faulty,  the  original  falfely  tranflated,  or  the 
words  of  the  tranflation  falfely  underftood/  Now  the 
two  laft  inferences  may  be  more  readily  admitted  than 
the  firft ;  for  the  way  to  examine,  whether  any  manu- 
fcript  is  erroneous,  is  not  to  compare  the  precepts,  which 
it  contains,  with  other  doftrines,  but  to  collate  its  text 
with  that  of  the  other  manufcripts.  But  Auguftin  here 
fpeaks  of  Latin  manufcripts,  not  of  the  Greek  original  j 
manufcripts  which  had  a  veiy  faulty  and  corrupt  text. 

I  have  acknowledged  that  many  of  the  fathers  in  their 
choice  of  different  readings  have  a6ted  partially,  and 
have  adopted  thofe  which  fuited  their  own  party.  But 
that  has^  no  connexion  with  the  prefent  inquiry,  which 
relates  to  the  invention  of  new  readings,  not  to  the  choice 
of  thofe  which  already  exift.  It  cannot  however  be  de- 
nied, that  feveral  orthodox  tranfcribers  have  ventured  to 
infert  their  own  conjectures  into  the  text :  but  in  general 
they  have  not  been  admitted  as  genuine,  and  wherever 
they  are  found, it  is  the  duty  of  every  critictoerafe  them. 

Several  Socinians  have  applied  theological  conjefture 
to  paflages,  which  clearly  prove  the  Divinity  of  Chrift  5 
of  which  I  have  given  two  inftances  at  the  end.  of  the 
firft  feftion  of  this  chapter ;  the  One  relates  to  John- i.  i. 
and  was  made  by  Crell,  the  other  to  Rom.  ix.  5.  and  was 
made  by  Schlichting  and  Crell.  But  Wetftein,  though 
no  friend-to  the  d0d;rine  of  our  Church  in  regard  to  the 
Divinity  of  Chrift,  was  too  good  a  critic  to  admit  either 

of 

f  See  Mill's  Prolegomena,  f  306—340. 
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of  thefe  conjeftures.  Dr,  Bahrdt  goes  a  ftep  further,  and 
in  his  German  tranflation  of  the  New  Teftament  has 
rendered  John  i.  i .  as  if  the  original  was  xa^^  ^loq  tv  KAI 
0  Xoye^,  for  which  tranflation  he  has  promifed  to  affign 
his  feafons  in  his  intended  commentary.  If  he  attempts 
to  explain  the  common  text  fo  as  to  give  it  that  fenfe, 
he  does  the  utmoft  violence  to  language :  but  if  he 
means  without  any  authority  to  infert  xa»  in  the  text, 
as  it  is  generally  fuppofed,  he  gives  an  example  of  the- 
ological conjedlure  of  the  firft  magnitude. 

The  only  plaufible  argument,  which  an, advocate  for 
theological  conjefture  might  ufe,  not  fo  much  indeed 
to  convince  himfelf  of  the  juftice  of  his  caufe,  as  to  per- 
plex his  opponents,  is  the  following ;  namely,  that  the 
New  Teftament  has  been  fo  corrupted  .by  the  ruling 
party,  which  calls  it felf  orthodox,  that  the  genuine  dcx:- 
trine  of  Chrift  and  his  Apofties  is  no  longer  to  be  found 
in  it.  But  there  is  not  the  leaft  room  for  a  fufpicion  of 
this  kind,  as  we  have  fo  great  a  number  of  manufcripts, 
verfions,  and  ecclefiaftical  writings,  in  which  the  New 
Teftament  is  quoted,  of  every  age  and  country.  And 
even  thofe,  whofe  religious  principles  are  different  from 
Qur  own,  contribute  their  ftiare  in  proving  the  certainty 
of  the  New  Teftament.  Even  if  we  admit  that  the  or- 
thodox had  made  the  attempt,  and  had  endeavoured  to 
annihilate  thofe  manufcripts,  of  which  they  dilapproved, 
yet  fome  copies  would  furely  have  efcaped  the  flames : 
'and  thofe,  who  are  called  heretics,  would  hardly  have 
rnade  their  tranflations  from  fuch  manufcripts,  as  had 
been  wantonly  corrupted  by  their  opponents..  In  the 
ancient  Latin  verfions,  that  were  made  before  the  time 
of  Jerom,  fome  traces  would  ftill  remain  of  the  paflages, 
V^hich  the  orthodox  had  erafed.  But,  though  in  the  old 
Latin  verfions  we  often  find  readings,  that  differ  from 
the  later  vulgate,  we  never  meei  with  paffages,  which 
orthodox  zeal  could  wifh  to  expunge. 

The  paffages,  which  afforde;d  the  moft  perplexity  to 

the  members  of  the  ruling  church,  are  ftili  extant  in 

manufcripts,  verfions,  and  editions  of  -the  New  Teila- 

6  meat : 
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ment :  whereas  the  fpurious  paflage  i  John  v.  7.  though 
the  orthodox  feem  to  think  it  of  the  utmoft  importance, 
has  never  had  the  good  fortune  to  find  admittance  into 
any  ancient  Greek  manufcript,  or  ancient  verfion,  fuch 
as  the  Syriac,  Ethiopic,  Arabic,  Coptic,  Ruffian;  and 
old  Armenian,  though  later  editors  have  taken  the  li- 
berty to  interpolate  the  paflage  in  the  printed  editions  of 
the  Syriac  and  Ruffian. 

If  the  orthodox  have  totally  and  irrecoverably  cor- 
rupted the  facred  text,  whether  original  or  tranflation  *; 
if  they  have  annihilated  all  the  genuine  manufcripts  of 
the  New  Tellament  from  the  Indian  to  the  Atlantic 
ocean,  from  the  South  of  Egypt  to  the  extremity,  of 
Britain,  it  mufthave  been  the  work  of  an  univerfal  com- 
bination, and  the  bifliops  as  well  of  the  Parthian  as  of 
the  Roman  empire  muft  have  united,  in  order  to  ex- 
ecute fo  vaft  a  projeft.  But  if  this  oecumenical  council 
had  ever  exiftcd,  which  in  itfelf  is  highly  improbable, 
fome  traces  of  it  would  ftill  remain  in  the  annals  of  the 
church:  for  the  orthodox  themfelves  would  have  boafted 
in  their  writings  of  the  meritorious  aft  of  having  refcued 
the  facred  text  from  the  corruptions  of  heretics. 


CHAPTER    XL 

Chronological  account  of  the  authors,  who 
have  collectrd  various  readings  to  the 
greek  testament. 

i.T   AURENTius  Valla,  a  learned  Roman,  who 

was  born  in   141 7,  and  died  in  1467,  pub- 

liftied  in  the  year  1440  Annotationes  in  Novum  Tefta- 

mentum.     It  has  been  mentioned  above  ch.  viii.  feft.  6* 

under  the  article  Codices  Laurentii  Valise. 

2.  Cardinal  Ximenes,  under  whofe  patronage  the 
Coraplutenfian  Polyglot  was  publiChed^  will  be  men- 
tioned in  the  following  chapter ;  and  alfo 

3.  Erafmus. 

i>  d  2  4*  Jacobus 
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4.  Jacobus  Fabcr  Stapulenfis,  or  according  to  bis 
French  name  Jaques  le  Fevre  d*Eftables,  a  native  of 
Eftables  in  Picardy,  collated  in  the  year  1 5 1 2  the  text 
of  St.  Paul's  epiftles  with  five  Greek  manufcripts.  He 
publiftied  in  1 521  Commentarii  initiatorii  inEvangelia, 
and  afterwards  Commentarii  in  epiilolas  catholicas,  in 
which  he  fometimes  examines  the  various  readings.  See 
Simon  Hift.  crit.  des  verfions  du  N.T.  ch.  xxi.  p.  239, 
Hift.  crit.  des  commentateurs  du  N.  T.  ch.  xxxiv.  p.  489. 
and  BengePs  Introdudtio  in  crifin  N.  T.  p.  438  '•  Jac. 
Lopes  de  Stunica  wrote  againfl  him,  as  well  as  s^inft 
Erafmus. 

5.  Emfer,  the  great  antagonift  of  Luther,  deferves  a 
place  in  the  prefent  catalogue,  at  leaft  as  being  a  fingular 
example.  The  German  Proteftants  have  neglefted  his 
writings,  becaufe  he  was  their  adverfary ;  thofe,  who  had 
critical  knowledge,  ftill  thought  that  Emfer  had  nothing 
worthy  of  their  particular  notice,  while  the  Catholics  in 
Germany,  who  had  a  better  opinion  of  him  than  the 
Proteftants,  were  themfelves  no  critics :  and  learned 
foreigners  know  nothing  of  Emfer,  becaufe  he  wrote  in 
German.  I  will  theretore  be  more  particular  in  my 
account  of  him,  in  order  that  materials,  which  have 
hitherto  lain  unnoticed,  may  be  brought  into  ufe.  The 
remarks  of  Saubert  in  his  Varia^  leAiones  Matthaei  p.  37, 
38.  firft  led  me  to  the  examination  of  this  fubjed,  and 
I  am  able  to  fpeak  with  certainty  in  regard  to  feveral 
things,  on  which  Saubert  could  only  conjefture,  as  he 
wrote  before  the  publications  of  Mill,  and  Wetftein. 

Emfer,  who  was  a  man  of  real  learning,  for  the  ago 
in  which  he  lived,  appeals  in  his  remarks  on  Luther's 
New  Teftamcnt  not  only  to  the  Vulgate,  but  likewife 
to  the  Greek  t^xty  even  in  places,  where  the  editions 
of  that  age  all  coincided  with  Luther.  He  muft  there- 
fore have  found  thefe  readings  in  Greek  manufcripts : 
for  he  has  certainly  not  invented  them,  as  appears  from 
the  circumftance,  that  feveral  have  been  aftually  found 
in  thofe  Greek  manufcripts,  to  which  Emfer  might  ealily 
have  had  accefs. 

In 
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In  His  remarks  on  Luke  xi,  2,  3,  4.  the  readings  of 
which  paflage  I  will  denote  by  the  letters  a,  b,  c,  d,  e, 
he  fays,  *  Luther  has  here  again  deviated  from  the  words 
of  the  Evangelift,  and  written  more  than  is  warranted  by 
the  Latin  or  the  Greek  text.  For  we  find  not  in  thcfe(a)^ 
*  our  father,'  but  only  father:  neither  do  we  find  (b),  *  in 
heaven:'  nor  (c)  '  thy  will  be  done  :'  nor  (d)  '  give  us 
every  day  our  daily  bread,'  biit  *  give  it  us  to  day  °:'  nor 
at  the  end,  (e)  *  but  deliver  us  from  evil ;'  all  of  which 
is  neither  in  the  Greek  text,  ;ior  in  our  own.'  I  know 
not  what  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament.  Emfer  ufed  ; 
but  it  is  certain  that  none  of  thefe  five  readings,  which 
he  produces  as  Greek,  has  been  quoted  by  the  colleftors 
of  various  Teadings  from  any  edition  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
tament, that  exifted  in  the  time  of  Emfer.  I  will  not 
cxprefs  myfelf  more  pofitively  on  this  head,  becaufe  I 
have  not  examined  all  the  editions  of  that  age  :  but  the 
firft  edition  by  Erafmus,  and  the  Complutenfian,  coin- 
cide with  Luther's  text.  Emfer  therefore  muft  have 
had  Greek  manufcripts,  unlefs  we  fuppofe  that  he  tranf- 
greffed  the  bounds  of  truth,  which  we  have  no  reafon  to 
believe,  becaufe  all  thefe  five  readings  have  been  fince 
found  in  the  Greek  manufcripts,  that  were  then  ufed  by 
the  German  literati,  namely,  a,  b,  c,  and  e,  in  the  Co- 
dex Gapnionis,  or  Cod.  Bafil.  B.  vi.  27.  which  in  my 
catalogue  of  MSS.  is  N**  38,  and  d  (cnj^ffoi/)  in  the 
Codex  Bafil.  B.  VI.  25,  which  in  rpy  catalogue  is  N*  39. 
Both  of  thefe  manufcripts  were  ufed  by  Erafmus,  though 
he  has  adopted  none  of  thefe  five  readings ;  and  it  is  not 
impoflible  that  he  communicated  them  to  Emfer,  as  in- 
ftruments  for  attacking  l^iither.  At  prefent  thefe  read- 
ings are  confirmed  by  the  authority  of  other  documents, 
and  feveral  critics,  who  were  by  no  means  attached  to 
the  church  of  Rome,  for  inftance  Grotius,  MilJ,  Ben- 
gel,  and  Wetfliein,  have  preferred  four  of  them  to  the 
common  Greek  text,  which  Luther  tranflated.  I  am 
likcwife  of  opinion,  that  Emfer  was  not  miftaken  in  fay-^ 

ing 

^  He  means  to  diy  tliat  the  Greek  is  not  to  mS*  nfa^a  but  niapi. 
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ing  that  St.  Luke,  has  given  the  Lord's  prayer  in  a  more 
concife  manner  than  St.  Matthew. 

Here  then  Emfer  has  not  been  guilty  of  a  falQiood, 
,  though  he  was  fufpefted  by  the  writers  of  the  lixteentK 
century :  and  I  have  found  him  in  general  fo  cautions  in 
quoting  the  Greek  text,  that  I  believe  he  has  never 
done  it  without  authority.  He  makes  no  mention  of 
the  Greek  text  in  i  John  v.  7.  but  fays  only,  after  quot- 
ing the  words  of  the  Vulgate,  that  the  paffi^e  had  been 
crafed  by  thofe  who  were  not  favourable  to  the  doftrine 
of  the  Trinity. 

We  have  reafon  therefore  to  conclude,  where  Emfer 
has  produced  readings  as  taken  firom  Greek  manufcripts, 
that  thofe  i-eadings  adtually  exifted,  even  though  we 
.  know  of  no  manulcripts  at  prefent,  in  which  they  are 
found.     He  ohferves  on  Rev.  xix.  5.  that  Luttier  has 
tranflatcd  *  Praife  God,  all  ye  his  fervants,^  and  adds, 
that  both  the  Latin  and  the  Greek  texts  exprefs  *  Praife 
God,  all  ye  his  faints.*     He  found  therefore  in  the  for- 
mer omnes  fanfti  ejus,  in  the  latter  trawf?  oi  »yioi  aur*. 
This  reading  as  hitherto  been  found  in  no  Greek  manu- 
fcript,  for  which  reafon  Mill  and  Welftein  have  not 
quoted  it  at  all,  and  Bengel  has  given  it  only  as  a  various 
reading  of  the  Vulgate.     Now  it  is  not  in  the  common 
editions  of  the  Vulgate,  but  I  have  foi^d  it  in  the  Li- 
tin  text  of  the  Complutentian  New  Teftament,  and  my 
father  in  his  manufcript  notes  to  MilPs  Greek  Tefta- 
ment  has  obferved,  that  it  is  likewife  the  reading  of 
Ludwig's,  or  the  Halie  manufcript".     Mill  andWet- 
llein  therefore  (hould  have  quoted  it,  at  leaft  as  a  various 
reading  of  the  Vulga-te.     It  istrue,  that  Wolf  and  Ben- 
gel  have  quoted  it  in  this  manner,  but  they  have  done 
it  with  rio  other  view  than  to  cohvift  Emfer  of  a  falf- 
hood :  but  they  would  have  afted  with  more  propriety 

■  ■       •  if 

■  Goeze  in  his  full  and  complete  Defence  of  the  Complwtenfian  New 
Tcftament,  p.  292.  obfcrves  that  it  is  alfo  found  in  foriie  of  the  editions 
cf  the  Vulgate,  namely,  the  Bafel  edition  of  1494,  the  Paris  edition  of 
1507,  the  Lyons  edition  of  i  J20,  and  that  publi/lied  at  Nurenberg;  in 
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if  they  had  confided  in  Emfer's  boneftyj  and  felefted  all 
the  readings  which  he  has  quoted,  efpecially  in  the  Re- 
velation of  St,  John,  of  which  we  have  fo  few  maau- 
icripts  that  Bcagel  hinjlelf  complains  of  a  deficiency". 

It  might  be  therefore  of  ufe  in  facred  criticifm,  if  the 
various  readings,  which  Emfer  has  quoted,  were  feleft- 
jcd,  and  inferted  in  our  general  colleftion..  If  his  read- 
ings are  already  known  from  Greek  manufcripts,  Emfer 
Oi^ft  be  confidered  only  a-s  a  fecond  evidence:  t>ut, 
where  they  are  not  known  from  other  documents,  they 
iiugmeat  our  critical  ftore,  which  we  Ilioiild  endeavour 
to  make  as  complete  as  poflible. 

6.  Robert  Stephens  has  been  mentioned  ch.  viii.  §  6. 
and  a  further  account  will  be  given  of  him  in  the  follow- 
ijig  fe&ion. 

7,.  Beza  will  likew^fe  b^  jpaentioned  in  the  following 
feftion, 

8.  Joachim  Canierarius  publiflied  in  1572,  a  com- 
mentarj'  on  the  New  Teftament,  a  great  part  of  which 
is  critical,  under  the  following  modeft  title,  Notationes 
figurarum  fermonis  *.  In  this  wort  he  frequently  fpcaks 
of  the  readings,  which  the  Latin  tranflator  had  found 
in  his  original,  and  fometimes  quotes  readings  from 
pre.ek  naani;ifcripts ;  ^nd  he  particularly  .commends  an 
..  ancient , 

*  Goeze,  in  the  work  njentioned  in  die  preceding  note,  p.  ago— 293. 
contends  that  Emfer  took  all  his  readings  from  the  Vulgate,  and  after  having 
produced  an  inftance  of  an  extraordinary  interpretation,  which  Emfer  had 
^iven  of  aGreek  paflage,  concludes  with  alking  whether,  it  was  poflible 
that  a  m?in  of  that  dePcription  could  have  read  Greek  manufcripts.  Now 
i  admit  lliat  he  had  ,not  fuilicient  critical  knowledge  to  be  able  to  make 
a  proper  uie  of  them :  yet  he  might  ftill  have  been  able  to  read  them, 
efpecially  modern  manufcriptS,  the  characters  of  which  were  not  materi- 
ally different  from  our  common  types. 

Panzer  likewife  in  his  Hiilory  of  the  German  tranflations  of  the  Bible 

*  made  by  Catholics,  p.  zo.  contends  that  all  the  readings  quoted  -by  Emfer* 
are  to  be  found  in  the  Vulgate.    This  is  certainly  true :   bnt  Emfer  con- 

•  iirras  them  alfo  by  the  authority  of  the  Greek  text  j  and  as  he  con/idered 
it  as  a  fault  in  Luther,  that  he  departed  ifrom  the.  Vulgate,  it  is  not  ex- 
traordinary that  he  quoted  tjwle  readings  onJ^',  wjiich  were  found  in  the 

latin  verfion.  • 

»  d  4 
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ancient  manufcript  of  the  Gofpels,  which  bad  been  de- 
fcribed  above,  chap.  viii.  feft.  6.  N*  58.  Likewife  in 
the  other  books  of  the  New  Teftament,  he  often  fays, 
the  Greek  copies  read  fo  and  fo,  but  he  does  not  parti- 
cularly fpecify  the  manufcripts.  Many  of  the  extrafts, 
which  he  made  from  the  Vulgate,  are  wanting  in  Wct-^ 
ftcin's  coiled  ion,  a  circumftance,  which  gives  the  work 
of  Camerarius,  even  at  prefent,  a  critjcal  value. 

9.  Francifcus  Lucas  Brugenfis,  wlio  was  engaged, 
among  others,  in  the  publication  of  the  Biblia  regia  at 
Antwerp,  is  the  firft  perfon  to  whom  we  are  indebted 
for  a  regular  coUedion  of  various  readijigs  to  the  New 
Teftament.  'He  publilhed  in  1606,  Commentarii  in 
quatuor  evangelia,  to  which  he  annexed  Notae  ad  varias 
lediones  editiones  Grascse  evangeiiorum.  His  great  dili- 
gence, and  found  judgement,  are  highly  extolled  by 
thofe,  who  are  judges  of  his  writings.  See  Mill's  Pro- 
legomena, §  1300. 

10.  The  conjeftures  relative  to  feveral  readings  of  the 
New  Teftament,  which  Jofeph  Scaliger,  and  Ifaac  Ca- 
faubon,  men  in  other  refpefts  of  great  eminence  in  the 
republic  of  letters,  made  in  their  Remarks  on  the  New 
Teftament,  publiftiedin  1622,  are  of  no  great  import- 
ance in  facred  criticifm.  The  opinion  which  Mill  has 
given  of  them  in  his  Prolegomena,  §  1301*,  is  perfedly 

-II.  Peter  Faxard,  Marquis  of  Velez,  has  been  men- 
tioned chap.  viii.  fedt  6.    , 

12.  Caryophilus  has  been  mentioned  in  the  fame  fec- 
tion,  under  the  article  Codices  Barberini. 

13.  Patricius  Junius  was  the  firft  who  collated  the 
Codex  Alexandrinus  :  he  likewife  made  extrafts  from 
the  Codex  Cantabrigicnfis,  and  publiftied  the  Gothic 
verfion,  as  I  have  mentioned  above  in  treating  of  thofe 
fubjefts.  He  ventured  to  make  an  hundred  and  fifty 
conjeftures  in  different  paflages,  but  Wetftein,  though 
no  enemy  to  critical  conjefture,  approved 'of  none  of 
them^ 

i^.  The  immortil  Hugo  Grotius,  in  his  Annqjationes 

in 

*^  Jkej^  170.  of  his  Prolegomena. 
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in  Novum  Teftatnentum,  frequently  fpeaks  of  various 
readings  :  and  he  was  the  firft  perfon,  who  publifhed  the 
extracts,  which  Junius  had  made  from  the  Codex  Alex- 
drinus.  But  it  is  to  be  lamented  that  this  uncommonly 
learned  man  has  himfelf  never  made  ufe  of  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts  ;  a  circumftance,  which  if  not  abfolutely  Cer- 
tain, IS  at  leaft  highly  probable  from  his  frequent  re- 
courfe  to  fuppofed  abbreviations,  which  have  never  been 
found  in  any  manufcript,  in  order  to  account  for  the 
origin  of  different  readings.    Sec  Mill's  Prolegomena, 

§  1359—1368- 

15.  J.Morinus,  in  his  Exercitationes  eccleCafticse  et 

biblicse,  undertook  to  (hew  that  the  Greek  text  was  in 
the  higheft  degree  corrupted ;  and  that  the  only  method 
of  reftoring  the  true  text  Was  to  have  recourle  to  the 
Latin  verfion.  Many  of  his  arguments  are  extremely 
frivolous :  for  inftance,  in  proof  of  his  pofition,  he  ap- 
peals to  the  great  diverfity  of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  as 
if  there  was  not  the  fame  diverfity  in  the  Latin  manu- 
fcripts. See  Mill's  prolegomena,  §  1318 — 1337.  ^^d 
Simon  Hill.  crit.  du  texte  du  N.  T.  p.  345. 

16.  The  celebrated  Archbifhop  Ulher  partly  collated 
himfelf,  partly  had  collated  by  others,  fifteen  manu- 
fcripts of  the  Greek  Teftament.  The  readings,  which 
were  feledted  from  them,  were  printed  in  the  London 
Polyglot,  but  in  part  only :  Mill  however  procured  from 
Uft^er's  grandfon,  James  Tyrrell,  the  original  manu- 
fcript of  thefe  extraftsS  and  inferted  them  more  com- 
pletely in  his  edition. 

17.  Brian  Walton  will  be  mentioned. in  the  following 
chapter,  and  alfo, 

18.  John  Fell,  Bifliop  of  Oxford. 

19.  John  Saubert  publifhed  at  Helmftadt,  in  1672, 
Vari^  leftiones  textus  Graeci  evangelii  S.  Matthaei.  As 
this  book  is  fo  fcarce,  that  fome  eminent  critics  have 

,  been  unable  to  procure  it  \  I  ftiall  be  exeufed,  if  I  am 

more 

Mill  was  unable  to  procure  it,  as^he  himfelf  (ays  in  his  Prolegomena ; 
Bor.-could^  Mifly  find  a  copy  of  nt,  )^hea  ertjf  aged  in  tlic  contro^rfy  re- 
lative \Q  the  Coii^x  I^avianvLs* 
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more  prolix,  than  I  otherwife  ftiould  be,  in  its  defcrip- 
tion. 

Simon  in  his  Hift.  crit.  du  textedu  N,  T.  chap-  xxix, 
p.  342.  highly  extolls  this  work,  but  Wetftein,  in  nisPrOr 
legomena,  p.  174.  defcribes  it  as  a  work  of  little  value. 
Now  I  confefs  that  I  have  read  this  book  not  only  with 
'  pleafure,  but  with  real  advantage;  and  even  if  it  c6ntaiD- 
.  ed  nothing  more  than  what  is  known  at  prefent  to  critics 
in  general,  the  author  would  ftill  be  entitled  to  the  thanks 
of  his  countrymen,  for  having  publilhed  a  re-imprefSon 
of  the  various  readings  annexed  to^he  London  Polyglot. 
Saubert  has  difplayed  real  learning,  and  folid  j  udgement, 
though  he  was  deficient  in  critical  tafte^  a  quality  which 
was  lefs  common  in  thofe  days,  than  at  prefent.  For  in- 
ftance,  he  thought  it  n6t  improper,  or  ufelefs,  tofeled 
various  readings  from  modern  verfions^  though  he  docs 
not  appear  to  have  undertaken  the  taik  himfelf :  nor  was 
he  able  to  form  a  proper  eftimate  either  of  the  Edifiones 
principes  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  or  of  the  value  and 
antiquity  of  the  Greek  tftanufcripts. 

His  various  readir^s  to  St.  Matthew's  Gbfpel  ape 
drawn  from  manufcripts,  verfions,  and  printed  editions, 
Thofe  drawn  from  manufcripts,  he  has  almoft  entirely 
taken  from  the  London  Polyglot,  with  exception  to  the 
Godex  Ravianus  :  the  Syriac  verfion  he  himfelf  collated 
vyith  great  accuracy  5  he  collated  alfo  the  Ruflian  ver- 
fion, and  he  has  fometimes quoted  that  of  Luther.  But, 
for  want  of  knowing  that  Luther  very  frequently  fol? 
lowed  the  text  of  the  Vulgate,  he  falfely  conjeftured 
that,  where  Luther  d'eparted  firom  the  pommon  Greek 
text,  he  weiit  on  the  authority  of  Greek  manufcripts. 
Saubert  made  likewife  fome  few  extradls  from  Sehallian 
'Mlinfter's  Hebrew  Gofpel.  Qf  the  editions,  which  he 
has  quoted,  I  will  mention  oqly  that  of  Brylinger,  be- 
caiife  other  critics  have  given  no  extradjts  from  it.  He 
has  ^Ifo  the  Velefian  readings.  In  fome  paflages,  for 
inftance  Matth.  xxvii.  9.  we  find  ingenious  critical  dif- 
quifitions.  From  the  2,65^^  page,  to  the  end,  are  va^ 
-:  rious  readings, .  which  he  himfelf  feleded  frojjj  a  manu- 

:    ..         .,    .        .  fcript 
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fcript  of  Chryfoftom's  Homilies  on  St.  Matthew,  pre- 
ferved  at  Helmftadt,  and  from  Commelin's  edition  of 
thefe  Homilies.  It  appears  therefore  that  this  publica- 
tion of  Saubert  contains  materials,  which  might  have 
been  of  ufe  to  Mill  and  Wetftein :  but  Mill  was  unable 
to  procure  it,  and  Wetftein  thought  it  of  no  value. 

20.  Father  Amelotte  pdblifhed  in  1666,  a  French 
tranflation  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  Simon,  in  his 
Hiftoire  critique  des  Verfions  du  N.  T.,  <;h.  xxxii^  and 
xxxiii.  defcribes  at  length.  To  this  tranflation  he  an- 
nexed thofe  readings  of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  which 
agree  with  the  Vulgate :  but  he  not  only  dilcovers  an 
infupportable  vanity',  but  is  guilty  of  a  very  (hameful 
plagiarifm,  in  pretending  to  ha:ve  colleded  thefe  read- 
ings from  Greek  manufcripts,  when  he  has  literally  copied 
them  from  the  fixth  volume  of  the  London  Polyglot. 
Simon,  in  his  Hiftoire  critique  du  texte  du  N.  T.,  ch. 
xxix.  has  taken  notice  of  fcyne  curious  miftakes,  which 
Amelotte  has  midc  in  decyphering  the  abbreviations 
which  are  ufed  in  the  Polyglot  for  the  Greek  manu* 
fcripts.  For  inftance,  he  has  converted  the  *  manu- 
fcripts preferved  at  Magdalen  College  in  Oxford,'  into 
*  manulcripts  preferved  in  the  college  of  Magdeburg  in 
Oxford.' 

21.  Richard  Simon  has  eminently  diftinguiflied  hinr- 
felf,  with  refpedt  to  the  readings  of  the  New  Tefl:ament, 

both 

^  He  writes  in  the  preface,  pay  apporte  une  diligence,  dont  on  n^avoit 
point  ouy  parler  jufqu*  icy,  pour  montrer  la  conformity  du  Latin  avec  lo 
.  Grec  ancien,  etavec  le  premier  original,  pay  fait  une  ei^a^^e  recherche 
de  tous  les  manufcrits  d*au  defTas  d^  tpille  ans,  qui  fe  confervent  dans 
tout  la  Chretiente,  et  j'ay  obte^u  de^  e^ctraits  de  tous.  J'en  ay  eu  plus 
de  vingt  de  la  France;  tous  ceux  du  Vatican,  et  des  cfelebres  biblio- 
theques  d*  Italic ;  feize  d  ■Efpagne,  iai^s  compter  les  au,tre«,  dont  le  Car* 
dinal  Ximenes  s'etoit  fervy  pour  donner  Ja  pcrfc&ion  a  fa  bible  d'Alcjik, 
ceux,  d^Angleterre  et  dts  pays  du  Nord,  et  beaucoup  du  fond  de  la 
Grcce,  avcc  ceux  de  chacun  des  anciens  peres.  One  of  his  colleagues,  to 
whom  he  (hewed  his  preface  befgre  he  prihted  it,  advifed  him  to  ufe  4 
more  modeft  language ;  but  Amelotte  replied,  that  it  was  neceifary  to  fpeak 
m  an^evated  ftrain,  in  order  to  make  impreflion  oa  his  readers,     ^     ' 
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both  by  his  Hiftoire  critique  du  tcxte,  des  verfions,  et 
des  commcntateurs  du  Nouveau  Teftament,  and  his 
traaflation  of  the  New  Teftament,  to  which  he  has  an- 
nexed various-  readings.  His  Hiftoire  critique  not  only 
difcovers  extenfivc  learning,  and  folid  judgement,  but 
is  likewife  written  in  a  very  agi^eable  manner.  Simon 
may  be  almoft  termed  the  father  of  modern  criticifra. 

2Z.  Laurent.  Alex.  Zacagni  publiftied  at  Rome  a 
coUcdtion  of  various  readings,  which  Pfaff,  in  his  Dif- 
fertatio  de  variis  leftionibus,  p.  112.  has  much  com- 
mended ;  and  he  has  expreffed  his  furprife  that  Mill 
made  no  ufe  of  it. 

23.  John  Mill, 

24.  Ludolph  Kuftcr, 

25.  Maiftricht,  and 

26.  Bengel ;  will  be  mentioned  in  the  next  ch^ter. 

27*  John  Chriftoph.  Wolf  made  it  a  part  of  his  prin- 
cipal objeft,  in  his  well-known  Curae  critico-philologica, 
to  treat  of  the  various  readings  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
and  to  confute  thofe,  which  deviate  without  reafon  from 
the  common  text.  -  But  this  very  learned  writer  feems 
to  have  carried  the  matter  too  far,  though  in  other  re- 
ipedls  he  has  given  us  a  moft  excellent  and  valuable 
work.  For  he  has  fometimes  no  other  argument  to  op- 
pofe  to  a  reading  fupported  by  the  authority  of  nume- 
rous Greek  manufcripts,  than  that  the  Apoftle  has  in 
other  places  ufed  the  e^tpreflion,  or  conftruftion»  which 

.  he  defends ;  but  it  is  more  reasonable  to  fuppofe  that 
one  paflage  had  been  corrupted  from  the  other.  In  the 
latter  part  of  the  Curae  he  takes  particular  pains  to  con- 
fute Bengel,  but  the  truth  feems  to  be,  in  moft  cafes, 
on  the  fide  of  that  eminent  critic.  In  (hort,  he  was  de- 
termined to  vindicate  the  readings  of  the  common  edi- 
tions of  the  Greek  Teftament,  whenever  he  had  the  leaft 
to  offer  in  their  defepce. 

28.  Bentley  will  be  mentioned  in  the  following  chapter. 

29,  Chrift.  Benedifti  Michaelis  traftatio  critica  de 
Variis  ledtionibus  N.  T.  caute  coUigendis  et  dijudican- 
dis,  Hal®  1 749.     If  I  may  permitted,  withoyt  tranf- 

grefling 
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greffing  the  rules  of  propriety,  to  fpeak  of  the  merits  of 
a  work,  of  which  my  father  was  the  author,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  drigin  of  the  various  readings  is  very 
dearly  and  fully  afcertained  in  this  excellent  treatife  *  ; 
that  he  has  thrown  a  totally  new  light  on  the  manner 
of  applying  the  Oriental  verfions  to  the  criticifm  of  the 
New  Teftament,  and  corrected  many  errors,  which  were 
unavoidable  to  Mill,  and  others,  who  had  no  knowledge. 
of  the  Oriental  languages,  and  were  therefore  obliged 
to  rely  on  the  Latin  tranflations,  which  are  annexed  to 
them  in  the  Polyglot  Bibles. 

30.  Dn  Semler,  in  his  Expofitipn  of  the  feveral  books 
of  the  New  Teftament,  has  made  verbal  criticifm  one 
of  his  principal  objeds. 

3 1 .  The  merits  of  Trefchow,  and 

32.  Hwiid,  in  regard  to  Greek  manufcripts,  and  va- 
rious readings ;  have  been  already  mentioned  chap.  viii. 
fea.  6. 

33.  The  editions  of  Grie(bach,  and 

34.  Matthai ;  will  be  mentioned  in  the  following 
chapter  ^ 


CHAPTER    XIL 

OF    THE    EPITIONS    OF    THE    CREEK    TESTAMEIIT* 

SECT.      I. 

Critical  review  of  the-  principal  editions  of  the  Greek    " 

Tejlament. 

A  MONG  the  perfons,  who  have  diftinguiihed 
^^  theihfelves  by  their  critical  enquires  into  the  text 
of  the  Greek  Teftament,  the  principal  editors  deferve 
to  be  mentioned  in  a  feparate  chapter.  By  the  principal 
editors  I  underftand  thofe,  who  have  offered  fomethiog 
new  to  the  world  >  for  it  is  not  my  intention  to  take 

notice 

•  See  §  3—8. 


K' 
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notice  of  fuch  editions,  as  were  merely  copied  from 
others.  The  original  editions  of  the  Greek  TeilamenI 
may  be  produced  as  evidence  in  farour  of  a  reading  \ 
and  they  may  be  confidered  as  manufcripts  of  a  mode- 
rate age,  when  the  editors  piade  ufe  of  manufcripts, 
ivhich  are  either  unknown  to  usj  or  have  never  been 
collated.  For  this  reafon  the  Complutenfian  edition, 
and  thofe  of  Erafmus,  are  generally  quoted  among  the 
Various  readings :  but  it  is  lefs  neceffary  to  quote  more 
modem  editions,  efpccially  if  they  were  taken  from  for* 
mer  editions,  or  if  the  manufcripts,  that  were  ufed  by 
the  editors,  have  been  afterwards  collated,  and  produced 
as  evidence.  But  in  feledting  readings  from  printed  edi- 
tionS)  great  care  muil  be  taken  not  to  produce  fuch,  as 
have  arifen  from  an  error  of  the  prefs.  They  are  eafily 
diftinguiftied  by  thofe>  who  are  acquainted  with  the  hif- 
tory  of  the  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  and  kjiow 
from  what  ancient  edition  each  modern  one  was  taken : 
and  it  may'  be  obferved  in  general,  that  no  word,  which 
has  the  appearance  of  being  an  error  of  the  prefs,  ought 
to  be  quoted  as  a  various  reading,  unlefs  it  c^n  be  con- 
firmed by  the  authority  of  fome  manufcript.  Ljiftly,  wc 
muft  be  careful  not  to  confound  the  readings,  which 
fome  editors  have  inferted  on  mere  conjecture,  with  thofc 
which  they  adlually  too"k  from  written  copies. 

I  will  not  undertake  to  determine  the  degree  of  accu- 
racy, with  which  the  exttaAs  have  been  made  from  the 
printed  editions.  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetftein,  have  be- 
ftowed  great  pains  "upon  this  fubjeft:  but  thofe,  who 
have  fince  collated  fingle  editions,  have  found  a  number 
of  variotis  readings,  which  they  had  omitted. 

For  the  fake  of  brevity,  I  fhall  make  no  mention  of 
thofe  authors,  who  liave  defcribcd  the  editions  of  the 
jNew  Teftament,  and  fliall  only  beg  my  readers  to  have 
recourfe  to  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetftein.  The  beft  lite- 
rary information  of  this  fubjed  is  to  be  had  in  the  Me- 
moirs of  a  Library  in  Halle  \  where  all  the  edit^ 
here  mentioned  are  defcribed,  and  many  others.  /    . 

I ,  Th?  firft  place  milft  be  affigned  to  the  Biblia  Poly- 

'  '  '^  glotta 
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glotta  Complutenfia  *.  We  arc  indebted  for  it  to  the 
celebrated  Cardinal,  Statcfman,  and  GeneraU  Francis 
Ximenes  de  Cifneros,  who  publiftied  it  at  his  own  ex- 
pence.  Of  this  exceedingly  fcarce  and  celebrated  edi- 
tion, a  defcription  is  given  in  the  third  chapter  of  Brei- 
tinger's  Prolegomena  to  the  Septuagint  ^  It  is  highly- 
extolled  by  Mill,  and  as  much  depreciated  by  Wetftein^ 
In  the  fecond  edition  of  this  Introduction, I  endeavoured 
to  fteer  a  middle  courfe  between  their  oppofite  opinions, 
though  I  believed  on  the  authority  of  Wetftein,  that 
the  editors,  aftuated  by  religious  zeal,  had  materially 
altered  the  Greek  text  from  the  Vulgate.  At  that  time 
I  was  unable  to  judge  for  myfelf,  becaufe  the  Complu- 
tenfian  edition  was  not  then  in  our  Univerfity  Library  ; 
and  though  I  had  once  borrowed,  from  the  Eledtoral 
library  in  Hanover,  the  volume,  which  contains  the  New 
Teflament,  it  was  for  a  totally  different  purpofe.  Goeze, 
in  his  Defence  of  the  Complutenfian  Bible,  printed  at 
Hamburg  in  1765,  the  fame  year,  in  which  the  fecond 
edition  of  this  Introduftion  appeared,  was  the  firfl  writer 
who  enabled  me  to  form  a  proper  judgement  of  fhat 
work.  And  I  was  thoroughly  perfuaded,  that  I  had  too 
clofely  adhered  to  the  opinion  of  Wetftein,  from  the 
following  publications  by  the  fame  author,  *  Complete 
Defence  of  the  Complutenfian  Greek  Teftament,  with  a 
coiicdiion  of  the  principal  differences  between  the  Greek 
text,  and  the  Latin  text  of  that  edition,'  printed  in  1 766, 
and  the  '  Continuation  of  the  Defence  of  the  Complu* 
tenfian  Greek  Teftament,' &c,  publiftied  in  1769*.  Thefe 
are  books,  which  every  one  ought  to.  read,  who  would 
form  a  proper  judgement  of  the  Complutenfian  Polyglot, 
for  I  know  6i  no  work,  in  which  it  is  fo  fiilly  defcribed. 
At  prcfent  the  Complutenfian  Bible  is  ia  our  library,  for 
which  it  was  purchafed  by  order  of  the  late  Miinchaufen ; 
and  I  am  therefore  enabled  to  fpeak  of  it  in  this  edition 
with  greater  certainty.  I  have  made  particular  ufe  of  it 
in  the  Greek  verfion  of  Genefis,  the  Proverbs  of  Solo- 
Bion,  and  the  firft  book  of  the  Maccabees  ^  anc}  in  thefe 

books 
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books  I  have  found  its  readings  as  pure,  and  as  little 
altered  from  the  Latin,  as  Goeze  had  defcribed  them. 

Xitnenes,  the  celebrated  Cardinal,  and  archbi(hopof 
Toledo,  who  in  the  time  of  Ferdinand  the  Catholic, 
condufted  the  Spanilh  armies  with  fo  much  fuccefs 
againft  the  Saracens,  and  adminiftered  the  government 
oT  Spain  for  Charles  the  Fifth  with  the  greateft  dignity 
and  prudence,  appears  to  have  had  no  intention  of 
propagating  biblical  literature  among  the  laity  and 
the  unlearned.  Indeed  his  principles  were  quite  the 
contrary,  for  when  it  was  propofed  to  tranllate  the 
Bible  into  Spanifh,  in  order  to  convert  the  Saracens, 
he  oppofed  the  defig^n,  and  was  of  opinion  that  men 
might  become  Chrii^ians  without  reading  the  Bible. 
Yet  he  ftill  deferves  the  thanks  of  the  learned,  and 
he  has  the  ment  of  having  firft  propofed  and  execut- 
ed a  Polyglot  Bible.  The  editors,  at  the  end  ^i  the 
preface,  addrefs  their  readers,  Ihat  is  the  literati,  in  the 
following  manner.  Vos  autum,  literarum  ftudiofi  hoc 
divinum  opus  noviter  excufum  alacri  animo  fufcipite ; 
et  fi  Chrifti  Optimi  Maximi  feftatores  videri  vultis,  et 
cfle,  nil  jam  reftat  quod  caufemini,  quominus  facram 
fcripturam  adeatis.  Non  mendofa  exemplaria,  non  fuf- 
peftcB  tranflationesi  non  inopia  text  us  originalis  :  folum 
animus,  et  propenfio  veftra  expedlatun  Qme  fi  non 
defuerit,  fiet  proculdubio  ut  literarum  divinarum  fuavi- 
tatem  deguflanes  reliqua  fludia  omnia  contemnatis.  In 
this  manner  did  the  editors  write,  under  the  patronage 
of  a  zealous  catholic  Cardinal,  only  a  fhort  time  before 
the  Reformation  :  for  it  appears  from  the  fubfcription 
at  the  end  of  the  Revelation,  that  the  work  was  finiflied 
the  iQ^**  of  January  15 14.  But  doubts  were  ftarted  by 
the  church  of  Rooie,  whether  it  was  proper  to  bring  it 
into  general  circulation  :  for  though  the  whole  Polyglot 
was  finifhed  the  10*'*  of  July  15 17,  it  was  not  before 
the  22d  of  March  1520,  that  Leo-X.  gave  permiffion 
for  its  publication  ;  and  the  copies  were  not  diftributed 
to  the  world  at  large  before  the  year  1522?  fo  that  Eraf- 

mus 
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mus  could  make  no  ufe  of  it  in  his  three  firft  edition^^ 
of  the  Greek  Teftament. 

The  perfons,  to  whom  the  Cardinal  intrufted  the  care 
of  this  publication,  were  iElius  Antonius  Nebriflenfis, 
Demetrius  Cretenfis,  Ferdinandus  Pintianus,  and  Lopez 
de  Stunica  *.  He  fpared  no  expence,  either  in  procuring 
manufcripts,  or  in  reCompenfing  the  editors  for  their 
trouble.  But  whether  the  editors  difplayed  a  propor- 
tionate degree  of  diligence,  learning,  and  critical  fide- 
lity, is  a  fubjeft,  on  which  the  learned  are  much  divided ; 
nor  can  it  ever  be  reduced  to  a  certainty,  becaufe  we 
have  no  knowledge  of  the  manufcripts  which  tjie  editors 
ul'ed.  They  themfelves  give  a  very  imperfedt  account 
of  them,  and  this  account  I  have  printed  in  the  eighth 
chapter  of  this  introduftion,  under  the  article  Codex 
Vaticanus.  One  might  conclude  .from  their  account, 
that  all  the  manufcripts,  which  they  ufed,  had  been  fent 
from  Rome.  Yet  this  was  certainly  not  the  cafe,  for  the 
Codex  Rhodierifis  *  had  been  given  as  a  prefent  to  the 
Cardinal,  and  the  Codex  Beffarionis,  ^hich  was  ufed  in 
the  Septuagint,  had  been  preifented  to  him  by  the  Senate 
of  Venice.  Now,  as  he  expended  fuch  confiderabl^ 
fums  oh  the  purchafe  of  manufcripts,  at  leaft  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  that,  according  to  the  accounts  of  Gomez, 
the  whole  Bible  coll  him  fifty  thoufand  ducats ;  and,  as 
the  Nev/ Teftament  was  begun  in  1502,  it  is  wholly  in- 
credible that  they  ihould  have  had  no  other  manufcripts 
than  thofe  fent  from  Rome,  becaufe  Leo  X.  who  coni- 
lilunicated  tfeefe  manufcripts,  was  not  Pope  before  the 
year  1513.  It  feems  then  that  the*  editors,  befide  the 
Codex  Rhodienfis,  had  other  manufcripts  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  which  had  httn  procured  by  the  Cardinal  ^ 

But 
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•  Gocze,  in  his  Defence  of  the  Compltitcnfian  Bible,  p.  5.  has  ob^ 
fcrved,  that  I  have  omitted  to  mention  the  nanies.  of  fome  other  perfons, 
who  were  employed  in  fuperintending  the  Hebrew  and  Chaldee.  My  rea- 
fon.  for  omitting  them  is,  that  I  treat  at  prefent  of  the  Compluteniian 
Greek  Teft^tnent  only  \  but  t  Hull  take  notice  of  them  in  my  Intro4u£^ioj|i 
to  the  Old  Tcilament. 

•  See  ch.  viii.  feft,  6«  N^  222. 
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But  whether  they  were  ancient  or  modern,  of  great  or 
of  little  value,  it  is  difficult  to  determine,  as  the  editors 
have  given  no  account  of  them.  Wetftein  is  of  opinion 
that  they  were  modern  *,  becaufe  the  readings  of  the 
Compluteniian  Bible  have  a  remarkable  agreement  with 
thofe  of  the  manufcripts  written  in  the  fourteenth,  fif- 
teenth, and  (ixteenth  centuries ;  and  this  opinion  is  con- 
firmed by  the  very  (hape  of  the  types,  for  they  are  fuch 
as  we  find  in  the  mod  modern  manufcripts,  and  it  is 
probable  that  the  editors  had  their  types  caft  in  imita- 
tion of  the  manufcripts,  which  they  employed  on  the 
occafion^  They  boaft  in  their  preface  of  having  printed 
the  Greek  text  without  accents  and  marks  of  aipiration, 
in  imitation  of  the  ancient  Greek  manufcripts  .  Now 
as  ho  manufcript  written  in  fuch  letters,  as  are  ufed  for 
the  CJomplutenfian  edition,  is  without  accents,  and  the 
editors  appeal  not  to  the  manuferipts,which  they  aftually 
ufed,  but  to  the  poems  of  Callimachus,  and  the  Sibylline 
prophecies,  there  is  rcafon  to  fufpeft  that  their  manu- 
fcripts had  accents,  and  confequeiitly  were  modem'. 
The  Complutcnfian  editors  muft  not  bp  confidered  as 
impoftors  when  they  defcribe  their  manufcripts  as  being 
of  the  greatcft  antiquity ;  they  were  honeft,  though  they 
were  milUken,  the  art  of  criticifm  being  then*  in  its  in- 
fancy, and  the  antiquity  of  manufcripts  little  underftood. 
Whether  the  celebrated  C^ex  Yaticanus,  defcribed 
above,  ch.  viii.  feft.  6.'  N*  253.  was  in  the  number  of 
thofe,  which  were  fent  from  Rome,  is  at  prefent  hot  to 
be  determined  ".  But  it  is  certain  that  in  the  Septuagint 
the  Complutcnfian  edition  differs  fo  much  from  the  Ro- 
man, that  the  Spanifh  editors  could  not  have  followed 
the  text  of  the  Codex  Vaticanus  in  the  Old  Teftament. 

In  this  edition  a  Latin  letter  is  prefixed  to  each  word, 
in  order,  to-  fliew  the-  words  in  the  Latin,  which  corre- 
fpoAd  to  thofe  in  the  Greek.  To  give  ah  inftance  from 
Matth.  xxvi.  i. 

Ka^^Bymro  ^otc  ^  mXio-iy  I  Et  ^faftum  ^*  efl:  *  Cum 
« * Ifi(rm  ^wtivTxi  TQvq  *  A^yovy  I  ^  confummaflct  •  Jefus^ fer* 
*  roMTQvu  l^mones  *"  hos  ^  onmes. 

And 
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And  if  one  or  more  words  in  the  Greek  had  none  which  cor- 
refpondedtothemin  the  Latin,  or  the  contrary,  they  fi lied 
up  the  deficiency  by  two  Terpentine  lines  crofling  each 
other  in  the  following  manner ;  Matth.  v.  44.  *  ayairotrr 

'zroi^Tf.  '  Diligite  ^  inimicos'  veftros  ODOO  QpOO 
'  benefacite.  This  was  done  by  the  editors,  as  thfey  them-* 
felves  relate  in  the  preface,  for  the  benefit  of  beginner:^ 
in  the  Greek  language  \  It  is  likewife  of  ufe  even  to  the 
learned,  for  it  en^ibles  them  to  difcover  with  greater  eafc 
the  pafli^es,  in  which  the  Greek  text  differs  from  the 
Latin.  And  it  (hews  that  it  was  not  their  intention  tp 
alter  the  Greek  text,  fo  as  to  make  it  correfpond  to  the 
Vulgate,  for  they  -have  taken  paifis  to  make  the  differ- 
ence as  confpicuous  as  poffible  ". 

1  will  now  more  fully  examine  the  queftion,  whether 
the  Spanifti  editors  have  wilfully  corrupted  the  Greek 
text  from-  the  Latin.  Now  this  queftion  is  different 
from  any  of  the  three  following. 

1 .  Whether  they  have  in  fome  inftances  ^iven  the  pre-r 
fcrence  to  Greek  readings  which  favour  the  Vulgate, 
though  the  majority  of  Greek  manufcripts  were  againft 
them.  This  is  done  by  critics  even  of  the  preient  age^ 
whofe  knowledge  no  one  calls  in  queftion. 

2.  Whether  they  have  done  this  in  places,  where  by 
fo  doing  they  have  abfolutely  committed  an  error.  Every 
man  is  liable  to  miftakes  of  this  kind,  and  Erafrpus  ha^ 
frequently  fallen  into  them,  criticifm  nqt  being  fo  wcU 
underftood  at  that  time,  as  at  prefent. 

3.  Whether  they  have  taken  i  John  v.  7.  from  forae 
.  modern  manufcript,  or  tranilated  it  themfelves  from  th^ 

Latin,  without  acknowledging  it  to  their  readers'*.  If 
the  latter  be  true,  they  certainly  afted  wrong;  but  their 
couduft  may  be  explained  fo  as  to  remove  the  charge  cdf 

dlfhonefty. 

<  £t  quia  imhi  do^is  (bluniy  fed  omnibus  In  univerfum  iacrarum  lite- 
fanim  ftudiofls  hoc  opere  confiikndum  eft,  appoiitee  funt  dif^ioni  caique 
lit<!rulae  latinae  ordine  alphabet],  indicaiites  qu^  di£lio  dij^Ioni  e  regtone 
refpondeat^  ne  fit  novitils  et  nondt^m  adhuc  in  Graecit  liteiis  prove^ 
crrandi  locus. 

Be  a 
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diflioacfty.  TTicy  might  believe  that  this  paflage  was* 
really  genuine,  and^  on  account  of  its  fuppolcd  import- 
ance/ take  no  notice  of  its  abfence  from  the  Greek  ma* 
nuicripts ;  in  the  fame  manner  as  the  verfe  his  been 
inferted  by  later  editors  in  Luther's  verfion.  Or  they 
might  have  made  fome  remarks  on  it,  which  were  after- 
wards erafed  by  the  cenfors  of  this  edition  :  for,  contrary 
to  their  ufual  ciiftom,  they  have  a  marginal  note  on 
I  John  V.  7.  which  is  in  itielf  tinimportant,  and  almoft 
implies  that  fomething  originally  preceded.  If  they  have 
taken  the  paflage  from  a  modern  manufcript,  they  have 
only  a^hed  like  Erafmus,  who  has  tnferted  it  on  the  au- 
thority of  a  Very  modern  manufcript,  which  he  had  never 
feen'*.  In  fliort,  many  of  the  befl:  editors  have  been 
guided  in  this  paflage  by  a  niiftaken  zeal  for  the  Chrif- 
tian  religion,  and  have  afted  on  principles,  which  they 
have  never  admitted  in  other  places. 

But  the  only  queftion  to  be  alked  at  prefent  is,  whether 
the  editors  of  the  Complutenfiaiv  Greek  Teflament  have 
altered  the  Greek  text  from  the  Vulgate,  in  order  to 
confirm  the  authority  of  the  latter'* :  or  in  other  words, 
whether  they  have  wilfully  corrupted  the  Greek  text.  A 
tharge  of  this'  kind  appeared  to  me  too  fevere,  even  wheil 
I  publiflied  the  fecond  edition  of  this  Introduftion ;  yet 
I  ftill  thought  that  they  were  too  much  biaflTed  in  favour 
of  the  Vulgate,  and  that  they  almoft  always  adopted 
thofe  readings  which  coincided  v^^ith  it;  but  I  afcribed 
their  Conduft  to  honeft  ignorance,  not  to  an  aftual  in- 
tention of  corrupting  the  Greek  text.  At  that  time  I 
was  unable  to  form  a  proper  judgement,  becaufe  I  had 
not  the  edition  itfelf :  and  though  I  had  extradts  from 
it  in  Wetftein's  Greek  Teftament,  and  likewife  the  Vul- 
gate, this  was  not  fufficient,  becaufe  the  prfefent  quef- 
tion does  not  depend  fo  much  on  the  text  of  the  Vul* 
gate  in  general,-  the  manufcripts  of  which  are  very  dif* 
ferent,  but  on  that  particular  Latift  text,  wbith  is  printed 
in  the  Complutenfian  edition- 

I  confefs^inat  the  extraordinary  comparifon  noticed 
by  Wetftcin^  of  the  Latin  text  with  Chrift,  and  of  the 

Hebre\r 


SECT.  I,  Editions  of  the  Gr.  TeJiMrnentw  437 

Hebrew  and  the  Greek  with  the  two  malefaftors  in- 
creafed  my  fufpicion.  It.  is  in  the  prefece  to  the  firft 
volunie,  *  mediam  inter  has  Latinam  beatj  Hleronymi 
tranflationem,  velut  inter  fynagogam,  et  ecclefiam  orien- 
talem  pofuimus:  tanquam  duos  hinc  et  jnde  latrones, 
medium  autem  Jefum,  hoc  eft,  Romanam  five  Latinani 
ecclefiam  coUocantes/  Now  it  may  be  rea(bn^bly  aiked, 
whether  critics,  who  are  capable  of  writing  in  this  man- 
jier,  are  not  eqqally  capable  of  altering  the  words  that 
were  ufed  by  the  malefadtor?,  froip  thofe  which  were 
ufcd  by  Chrift,  But  Goeze  has  rightly  obfervcd,  that 
in  this,  it  is  true>  ridiculous  cpmparifon  the  Complu- 
tenfian  editors  intended  to  compare  not  the  Hebrew  and 
(Jreek  texts,  but  the  Jevvifli  Synagogue  and  Greek 
Church  ;  and  Cardinal  Ximenes,  in  his  preface,  or  de- 
dication to  Leo  X.  fpeaks  not  only  irnparti^illy  of  the 
original  Greek,  but  in  as  high  terms  as  Luther  him- 
felf  could  have  ufed,  Fgr  after  having  obfprved,  that 
the  meaning  of  many  paflagcs  could  be  difcoyered  only 
ex  ipfo  archetypse  linguae  fonte,  he  proceeds  as  follows : 
Accedit  quod,  ubicunaue  latinorum  codicum  varietas 
eft,  aut  depravat^  leClionis  fufpicio,(idquodIibrariorum 
imperitia  fimul  et  negligentia.frcquentiffime  accidere  vi- 
dimus), ad  primam  Scriptur^  briginoRii  reciirrendum 
eft,  ficut  beatjas  Hieronyijius,  et  Auguftinus,  ac  cseteri 
ccclefiallici  traftatores  admonent ;  ita -iit  librorumVete- 
risTeftaiiienti  finceritas  ex  Hebraic&.veritate,  Novi  au- 
tem ex  GrsBcis  ^xemplarabus  examinetur.  Ut  igitur 
originalia  in  promptu.h^beret  qwicupque  divin^rum  lite- 
rarum  fiiudiofus,  pofletque  non  folis  riyulis  e^e  confen- 
tus,  fed  ex  ipfo  fonte  falientis  aquce  in^vitam  aeternain 
fit impe(jt oris  extinguere,  juflimus  archetypas  facrse  fcrip- 
tura^  linguas  cum  adjun&is.variarum  lirigliarum  tranfla- 
tiorijbus  impreflioni  mandari,  Sanftitatis  tuse  iioniini  de- 
dicaiicjas.  ^xA  at  the  end  pf  the  pr^f^ce  he  adds^  ut 
incipiaht  divinarum  literarym  ftudi4  hadenus  ihtermor- 
tua  nunc*iand.Qm  feyivefcere*  It  appears  likewlfe  from 
aftual  expenence,that'the  i^ditorshave  afte<i  agreeeably 

to  thdfc  principles  s  for  they  have  been  fq  far  f^o^  ^^^^ 
■'     .  E  e  3  retting 
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'fcfting  the  original  languages  of  the  Bible,  the  Hebrew 
'and  the  Greek,  from  the  Latin  verfion,  that  they  have 
'fallen  into  the  contrary  error,  that  of  correfting  the  Scp- 
'tuagint  from  the  Hebrew,  in  oppofition  to  the  Vulgate. 
•And  many  of  the  alterations,  which  they  have  made  in 
'the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  appear  to  me  to  have 
'been  taken  rather  from  the  Hebrew,  than  from  the  Latin, 
'as  it  is  well  known  that  fome  of  the  Complutenfian  edi* 
'tors  were  converted  Jews,  and  the  laws  of  criticifm  were 
at  that  time  not  fo  well  underftood  as  at  prefent-  I  have 
obferved  one  example,  that  has  quite  the  appearance  of 
a  Jewilh  corteftion,  and  thofe  who  have  leifure  for  mak- 
ing the  ihtjuiry  might  perhaps  difcover  more.     Luke 

11.  22.  the  common  text  is  xai  ore  iir\'f^tr^i\^uy  on  ^fn^xi  rs 

'xxiafi^lAn  auTwif,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly  ac^ 

ciirate;  but  fevefal  critics,  not  excepting  Bengel,  who 

did  not  comprehend  the  meaning  of  ofrVTcwi^,  have  thought 

that  it  ftiould  be  rejefted.     In  the  Vulgate  the  fingular 

number  is  ufed,  *  dies  purgationis  ejus,*  where  the  word 

ejus  i^  generally  filppofed  to  have  reference  to  Chrift;  it 

'is  fuppofed  fo  even  by  Wetftein,  who  quotes  the  Vulgate 

'for  the  fame  reading,  as  the  four  Greek  mahufcripts, 

'Caiitabrigienfis,  Bodleianus  6,  Lincolnienfis,  and  Mont^ 

'  forthinus>  which  have  »vth  '*,     Now,  admit  ting  that  this 

'alteration  was' made  from  the  Latin,  it  is  clear  that  the 

'corfeftor  uhderftood  ejus  in  the  mafculine  gender,  a$ 

*- '  having  reference  to  Chrift.    But  the  Complutenfian  edi' 

tion  has'ajufn?,  in  reference  to  Mary;  a  reading  which 

has  been  hitherto  confirmed  by  no  manufcript    .    It  is 

'tnie, that  this  reading muft  be  confidered  asa corfcftlon 

'  from  the  Vuteate,  if  the  Complutenfian  editors  had  no 

*  Greek  ^rianufa■iI>t^  in  which  they  found  it,  which  how- 
'  ever  T Will  hot  uadertiakc  to  alTert ;  but  the  explanation, 
'which  they  have  given  of  the  Vulgate,  is  grounded  on 

the  Hebrew,  Leviticus  xii.  6,  7.  where  It  isfaid,  that 
'  atohemeiht  (hali  be  made  for  the  mother ''•    And  if  it  is 

*  a  corredibji  froi©  the?  Latin,  it  has  the  appearance  of 

;;      ',    ,  •    having 

y  y,  6.^1^iJ*»  ih^  *«!iall  oifer,  and,'  v.  7.  the  pfteft 'n^^TS3  &U 

"nuke  atonement  ^p  h^  ftVO  and  fli«  fhaXL  be  clcanfcd  from  thi 
inUeofher  hlood. 
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having  been  made  by  a  converted  J^w,  who  has  given  a  • 
better  explanation  of  ejus,,  the  reading  of  the  Vulgate; 
than  even  Wetflein  hinrifelf ;  for  he  has  explained  it  in 
a  manner  fuitable  to  the  precept,  which  is  given  in  the 
Pentateuch.  The  other  reading  avrm^  though  it  is  con* 
firmed  by  the  authority  of  the  Greek  manufcripts,  the 
editor  rejefted,  becaufe  he  did  not  underftand  it ;  for  he 
thought  that  atonement  was  to  be  made,  not  for  father, 
mother,  and  child,  but  for  the  mother  alone.  Miftakes 
of  this  kind  have  been  committed  in  an  hundred  in? 
fiances  by  the  early  critics,  not  excepting  even  Erafmus  ; 
and,  inftead  of  amending,  they  have  frequently  injured 
the  text,  without  being  accufed  of  having  wilfully  cor- 
rupted the  facred  writings, 

Thefe  then  are  the  fti^m^nts,  which  might  be  brought 
k  priori,  for  and  againil  the  Complutenfian  edition ;  but 
it  appears  from  the  writings  of  Gocze,  that  thofe,  which 
are  in  fevour  of  it,  are  confirmed  hy  feftsj  and  that  the 
ComplutenfianQreekTeftament  latinizes  itiuch  lefs  than 
that  of  Erafmus.  Though  Twas  of  a  different  opinion, 
when  I  publiftied  the  fecond  edition  of  this  Introduc- 
tion, I  am  thoroughly  perfuaded  at  prefent,  that  Goeze 
is  in  the  right :  nor  do  I  confider  it  as  a  difgrace  to  ac- 
Icnowledge  an  error,  into  which  I  had  fellen,  for  want  of 
having  feen  the  edition  itfelf.  Dr.  Sen^ler  is  of  different 
fentiments,  and  whoever  wifhes  to  examine  the  fubjeft 
in  its  full  extent,  muft  compare  his  writings  with  thofe 
of  Goeze  '^.  With  refpeft  to.  Wetftein,  though  he  is 
a  declared  enemy  of  this  edition,  yet,  what  has  frequently 
excited  my  aftoniftiment,  the  readings,  which  he  has 
preferred  to  the  common  text,  are  in.  moft  cafes  found 
in  the  Complutenfian  Greek  Teftament.  He  degrades 
it  therefore  in  words,  but  hoAOurs  it  in  faft, 
'  To  the  preceding  remarks  may  l?_e  add^,  that  many 
readings  of  this  edition,^  which  were  formerly  fuppofed 
to  be  rat;ifiied  by  no  authority,  have  been  fince  difcovered 
in.  Greek  nianufcripts  ^  i   and  that  feveml,  which  have 

'  '  .  been 

^-For  mftance  Luke  il,  15.  inflead  of  t(»i  BndxeiyM,  the  Compluten^an 
edition  has  ug  Bqdxn/A,   a  reading  which  is  ratiier  fufpicioMSi   and  has 

•  •       '      •'  E  c  4.  the 


I  ' 
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been  lately  collated,  agree  with  it  in  a  very  remarkable 
manner.  Forlnftanc^  the  Havriienfis  i,  (in  which  Hen^ 
fler  found  forty  readings  that  agree  with  the  Compluten- 
,  (ian,  and  are  in  no  other  manufcript)  theLaudianus  2, 
and  Vindobonenfis  Lambecii  35.  Likewife  in  ^he  Sep- 
tiiagint  I  have  obferved  that  readings,  which  were  be- 
ibre  peculiar  to  fhe  Complutenfiap  edition,  have  been 
confirmed  by  the  Alexandrine  manufcript.  Thefe  cir- 
cumftances  may  reafonably  lejid  us  to  conclude,  that  th^ 
Complutenfian  edition  was  faithfully  taken  from  manu- 
.feripts,  and  that  thofe  Coq^plutenfian  readings,  which 
arc  in  no  manufcript  known  to  us  at  prefent,  were 
aftually  taken  from  manufcripts  ufed  by  the  editors.  So 
Jong  therefore  as  we  are  without. th§  manufcripts,  from 
which  this  edition. wJ^s  take/i,it  muft  itfdf  be  confiderecl 
as  a  valuable  nia^^ufcript,'  or  as  a  Gqdex  Criticiis,  that 
.  containsL.many-fceiripQ  readings. 

In  thi$  fituation  it  was  natural  for  every  friend  to  crj- 
,  tictftn,  tQ  wi(h  that  the  manufcripts  ufed  in  this  edition, 
which  might  be  fuppofed  to  have  been  preferved  at  Al- 
•  cala,  thould  be  collated  anew;  and  in  the  third  edition 
-  of  this  Introdu<5tipnJ  expreffed  the  fame.wifti  in  fpeal^- 
ing  of  the  Codp3^  Rhodienfis,     But  tlie  inconceivable 
ignorance  and  ftupidity  of  a  librarian  at-Alcala,  about 
the  year   1749,  has  rendered  it  impoffible  that  thefe 
wiflies  ihould  ever  be  gcatined,  Prqfeflbr  Moldenhawer, 
.  who  was  inl^painin  1784*  went;  to  Alcala,  for  the  very 
'  purpofeofdifcoyering  thofe  manufcripts;  and  being  able 
to  find  none,  fufpeded  that  they  were  defignedly  kept 
.  iecrjst  from'him,  though  cpntrary  to  the  generous  treat- 
ment which  he  had  at  other,  times  experienced  in  that 
country.  At  laft  be  difcovered  that  a  very  illiterate  libra- 
rian, about  thirty-five  years  before^  Who  wanted  ^om 
'     -..       ■    •  <      ,    -  ■     .    "  '  ^   '''  '  ^  for 

'   \ 

'  the  appearancq  of  being  ^  cori-c^lion  m^de  by  the  editors.  It  is  quoted 
by  Wetfleinf,  not  from  any  manufcript,  but  merely  from  the  Compluten- 
fian edition,  and  thofe  which  were  copied  from  it.  |Knitt^l,  however, 
'  found  Ms-  in  the  pod,  Guelpherbytanus  A/  -which,  though  I  do  npt  con- 
fider  the  feadingasa  good  one,  is  fiifiicient  to  fefcue  the  CoihpluwDflaA 
^fditors.  from  the  charge  of  having  given  it  without  authority  ",  " 
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for  fome  new.books,  fold  the  ancient  vellum  manufcripta 
to  one  Toryo,  who  dealt  in  fire-works,  as  materials  for 
making  rockets  '^  Oh,  that  I  had  it  in  my  power  to 
immortalize  both  librarian  and  rocket-maker !  Thiss 
prodigy  of  barbarifm  I  would,  not  venture  to  relate,  till 
ProfefTor  Tychfen,  who  accompanied  Moldenhawer, , 
had  given  me  frelh  aflurances  of  its  truth  *•  I  will  not 
lay  it  to  the  charge  of  the  Spanilh  nation  in  general,  in 
which  there  are  men  of  real  learning;  but  the  author 
of  this  inexcufable  aft  was  the  greateft  barbarian  of  the 
prefent  century,  and  happy  only  in  being  unknown. 

That  part  of  the  Complutenfian  Greek  Teftament, 
v/hich  appears  to  me  to  be  the  beft,  and  indeed  better 
than  the  common  editions,  is  the  Revelation  of  St.  John, 
for  it  retains  the  rough  and  abrupt  conflru.dlion,  which 
is  peculiar  to  this  book;  for  inftance,  ch,  i.  4.  And  I 
wonder  that  Bengel,  who  firft  obferved  that  this  peculiar 
conftruftion  was  a  token  of  authenticity,hasnot  beftowed 
more  praife  on  the  Complutenfian  edition  for  that  very 
reafon,  and  that  he  (hould  fay  of  it,  in  his  Fundaments 
crjfeos  apocalypticsB,  §  xix.  *  Complutenfis  editio  minus 
cxcellei^s  in  bonis  et  in  malis  ledionibus/     Yet  he  has 

made 

^  The  account  vrh!ch  he  give§  Is  the  folio wingj,  <*  As  the  XJniveriity  of 
Alcala  has  a  very  confiderable  library,  and  has  exifted  many  centuries,  it 
was  reafonable  to,  fuppofe,  that  it  contained  many  manufcripts,  Gom^z 
declares  that  they  coft  4000  aurei,  and  that  among  them  were  feven  of 
%he  Hebrew  Bible.  In  this  library  it  is  highly  probable  that  the  Greek 
manufcripts  were  depofited,  which  were  ufed  for  the  ComplutenHan 
edition,  and  of  which  the  German  literati  have  fo  long  wiftied  to  l^ve 
ibme  intelligence.  But  all  thefe  manufcripts  were  fold  in  a  Iump>  about 
thirty-fivfc  yekvk  ago,  ta  a  rocket-maker  of  the  name  of  Toryo,  and  were 
put  down  in  the  librarian's  account  como  membranas  inutiles.  Martinez, 
a  man  of  learning,  and  particularly  fkiiled  in  th$  Greek  language,  he^d 
of  it  foon  after  ttiey  were  fold,  and  haftened  to  fajve  thefe  treafures  from 
dcfiru^ljon:  butitw^s  too  late,  for  they  were  already  deftroyed,  except 
a  few' fcattfered  leaves',  wbSch  ard  i>6w  prefer ved  in  the  library.  That  tho 
Xiumber  of  manufcripts  v^as  very  coniiderable,  appears  from  the  following 
circumitande ;  pxie  Roclan  afH^red  Bayer,  that  he  had  feen  the  receipt  which 
was  given  to  the  purchafer,  from  >v^cH  it  appeared  that  the  money  ^a| 
t^id  ai  tw9.  different  payments,?     /    '  /r      .      .       *" 
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made  confiderable  ufe  of  it  in  this  very  book,  and  in 
many  inftances  adopted  its  readings.  With  this  book  in 
particular  tlie  Codex  Guclpherbytanus  C,  which  I  have 
defcribcd  in  the  catalogue  of  manufcripts,  N°  130.  very 
icmarkably  coincides^    See  the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  VIII. 

p.  I55>i59*^- 

The  Cpmpluteniian  edition  is  extremely  fcarce,  be- 

caufe  ^ly^fix  hundred  impreffions  were  taken  olF^i  it 
is  wanting  in  many  of  the  public  libraries,  and  has  hot 
been  many  years  even  in  that  of  Gottingen.  This  is  the 
reafon  why  fo.many  different  accounts  have  been  given  . 
of; it.  It  is  too  expenfivc  for  a  private  library;  that 
which  is  now  at  Gottingen  cofl  480  florins;  and  the  late 
Miinchhaufen  gave  an  order  to  his  commiflioner  as  far 
as  900  :  and  the  price  of  it  will  ftill  increafe,  in  propor- 
'  tionas  its. great  excellence,  efpecially  in  the  Septuagint, 
Ihall  be  better  known.  This  is  an  inconvenience  to 
thofe,  who  are  ei^aged  in  facred  criticifm,  becaule.a 
bo9k.  of  this  kind  fhould  be  always  ready  at  hand.  But 
•Go^9$  has  rendered  a  feryice  to  the  public,  in  having 
n^ade  4iliigen.t  inquiry  after,  all  the  copies  pf  this  edition, 
•wjiich  are  preferved  in  the  libraries  of  Germany,  and 
' having  given  an  account  of  them  in  his  writings. 

Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wetftein,  have  collated  this  edition, 
.as  a  manufcript,  with  great  diligence ;  but  I  have  found, 
from  repeated  experience,  that  their  extrafts.  arc  by  no 
means  complete.     Ai\d  they  have  neglefted  one  tbing,^ 
•which  is  abfolutely  neceflary  in  this  edition,  to  quote  the 
Latin,  as  well  as  the  Greek.     For  if  the  Greek  con- 
tradidts  the  Latin. text,  it  is  a  proof  that  it  was  fup^ 
ported  by  a  great  majority  of  manufcripts,  fince  otherwife 
they  would  pot  have  deviated  from  the  eftabhlh^d  yer- 
;  Hon  of  their  church.     And  it  is  cert;a,in  that  they  coujd 
not  have  avoided  obferving  the  difFererice^  bfcaufe  they 
^have  even  pointed «it. out  by  a  mark,  which  \  have  men- 
tioned above  **.     Goeze,  in  his  Complete,  Defence  of 
the  Complutenfian  .Edit ion,  p.  27.7.  has  given  extrafts 
from  it,  which  in  the  proper  lenfe  of  the  word  may  be 
^.        .  •  '  :  '    '     •  ^   \  call64 

^  Clement  Bibjrothcque  Curieufc,  Tom.iv.  p,  17J. 


SECT.  I.  Editions  of  the  Gr.  Tefiameiit.  443 

called  critical,  and' which  no  future  editor  of  the  Greek 
Teftamcnt  ought  to  leave  unnoticed-  His  objeft  how- 
ever was  not  to  give  complete  extrafts,  but  only  to  pro- 
duce the  principal  paffc^es,  in  which  the  Greek  text 
differs  from  the  Latin.  It  was  the  wi(h  of  Mill  that  the 
text  of  this  edition  had  been  retained  in  all  other  edi- 
tions, and  that  the  differences  had  teen  only  noted  in 
the  margin,  bccaufe  later  editors  have  rather  injured, 
than  improved  the  text.  Now  I  will  not  cenfure  what 
cannot  at  prelent  be  amended;  but  I  think  that  a  real 
(ervice  would  be  rendered  to  thofe,  who  arc  engaged  in 
facred  criticifm,  if  a  new  edition -both  of  the  Greek  and 
I^atin  Teftament  was  publifhed,  that  was  an  cxadt  copy 
of  the  Complutenfian  **.  > 

2.  Before  the  Complutenfian  Polyglot  was  delivered 
to  the  public,  Eraftnus  publiftied  his  Greek  Teftament 
with  a  new  Latin  tranflation*'.  The  Greek  manufcripts, 
which  he  ufcd,  have  been  defcribed  above,  ch.  viii. 
fedt.  6.  chiefly  under  the  article  Codices  Bafileenfes.  Na- 
tural abilies,  profound  learning,  a  readinefs  in  deteding 
errors,  with  every  qualification  that  -  is  recpiifite  to  pro- 
•  duce  critical  fagacity,  Erafmus  poffefTed  in  the  very 
higheft  degree :  and  perhaps  there  never  exiftcd.  a  more 
able  editor  of  the  New  Teftament.  But  he  was  engaged, 
and  paid  by  a  printer,  who  employed  him  in  publifhing 
and  correfting  feveral  books,  in  confcquence  of  which 
he  was  obliged  to  make  greater  hafte  in  the  publication 
of  his  Greek  Teftament,  than  the  novelty  and  impor- 
tance of  the  fubjedt  fhould  have  permitted,  becaufe, 
though  involved  in  a  multiplicity  of  other  bufinefs,  he. 
was  obliged  to  prepare  for  the  prefs  a  frefh  fheet  every 
day  ^.  This  is  evident  from  his  letters,  of  which  WQt« 
ftein  has  given  ex t rafts  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  1 22^  1 2-3. 
and  on  this  account  Erafmus  is  much  more  to  be  pitipd 
than  to  be  cenClired.  It  is  a  miftake,  that  he  began  his 
firft  edition  in  15 13,  which  it  is  neceflary  for  me  to  no- 
ticei  becaufe  1  had  alTerted  it  on  the  authority  of  Mill *^ 
His  editions  pf  the  Greek  Teftament,  notwithftanding 
their  faults, .  are  -much  efteemcd,  aiid  in  fome'  refpefts 

.  '       '.     cqui- 
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equivalent  to  mannfcripts,  thou^  Erafrfius  has  fcmor 
timcs  mack  ufe  of  critical  conjefturc,  to  wiiich  he  was 
accuftomed,  as  correftor  of  a  prefs,  and  has  very  fre«- 
queatly  altefed  the  Greek  text  from  the  Vulgate,  Ex- 
amples of  the  latter  have  been  given  by  Goeze,  aad 
every  reader  will  obferve  them,  in  examining  Wetftein's 
various  readings,  A  remarkable  inftance,  in  wbieb  he 
has  made  one  of  thefe  miftakes,  is  John  xviii.  15.  where 
lie  has  «AXof  jKca9>iTnr,  inftead  of  0  axxoc  fAajftumc-  Now  the 
omiffion  of  the  article  gives  the  pafiage  a  different  mean- 
ing, yet  it  was  omitted  in  ho  manufcript,  that  could 
have  been  known  to  Erafmu^;  bccaufe  the,  three,  in 
which  aXAaj  /xfltflirTij?  is  found,  namely,,  tne  Alexandrin\i«, 
Cantabrigienfis,  andWinchelfeanus,  had  not  been  then 
collated.  T'be  omiffion  therefore  of  the  ivrticle,  is  either 
an  error  ariling  from  the  too  great  hurry  of  Emfmuc, 
and  transferred  from  his  .edition  to  almoft  every  other  *^ 
or  ills  an  alteration  from  critical  cdnjefture,  or  it  is  a 
correftion  from  the  Vulgate ;  for  ErafmuSj  as  well  ^s 

.  Wetftein,  has  been  gaiUy  of  a  miftake,  in  fypppfifig  th^t 
«aak,  not  «  aXAof,  is  expreffed  in  the  Vulgate,  when  in 
faft  the  L^tin,  which  :cannot  exprefs  the  article,  is  no 
evided?e  at  alK     The  reading  ej^rwAiiaf,   2  Pet*  ii.  2, 

f  whicif  we  find  in  the  edition  of  Erafmus,  no  one  h»s 
been  able  to  difcover  in  any  manufcript  whatfoever.  in 
the  twenty-fecond  chapter  of  the  book. of  Revelation  he 
has  even  ventured  to  give  his  own  tranflation  from  the 
Latin,  becaufe  the  Codex  lleuchlini,  which  was  the 
only  Greek  manufcript,  which  he  had  of  ♦th^^t  book,  was 
there  defeftive*  And  he  feems  to  hdye  taken  the  fai>ie 
liberty  in  many  places,  where  he  had  not  that  excufe : 

•  fcM*  inftr.nce,  Afts  ix.  5,6.  In  his  AnnQtationes.inNo- 
yumTdlan^entum,  he  gives  a  particular  account  of  thofe 
Greek  readings,  which  differ  from  the  i-atin  :  yet  his 
Greek  text  latinizes  much  more  than  the  Comp|uten* 
0an.  He  publifhed  five  editions  of  the  New  Teftamenf> 
$n  the  years  1516, 1519*^  1522,  1527,  1535;  of  which 
Jhe  two  laft  were  altered  in  many  places  from  the  Com- 
|)lutenfiaa  edition,  ^fpecially  in  .the  Revel^tjpp  of  $t, 

johnj 
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John:  for  Mill  relates,  that  of  ai^  hundred  alterations 
which  Eiafmus  made  in  his  edition  of  1527,  not  leli 
than  ninety  relate  to  the  Revelation  alone,  Thefe  five 
editions  hat^e  been  collated  by  Mill,  Bengcl,  and  Wet- 
ftein.  I  have  never  particularly  examined  whether  thein 
collations  have  been  made  with  accuracy  9  but  having 
occafionally  made  ufe  of  the  firft  and  moft  fcarce  of 
tfaefe  editions,  I  have  obferved  that  their  extraAs  are  not 
complete.  It  is  however  of  iefs  importance  to  know  the 
readings  of  his  editions,  than  thofeof  theComplutenfian, 
becaufe  we  are  acquainted  with  mdl  of  the  manufcrifte^ 
which  he  ufed*^  A  knowledge  of  them  belongs  rather 
to  the  province  of  literary  hiftory,  and  is  more  necelfarf 
in  making  a  proper  eftimate  of  his  editions,  than  in  the. 
criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament  itfelf.  After  his  death, 
his  Greek  Teftament  v/as  pablilhed  at  Bafel.,  in  1553, 
and  again  in  1558,  at  Leipzig  in  15S2,  at  Frankfort^ 
with  various  readings,  in  1673,  1674,  and  1693,  and, 
With  apfefece  by  Schmid,  in  1 700.  But  thefe  reimpref- 
lions  are  of  little  importance  in  the  prefent  inquirer.    ' 

The  literary  labours  of  Erafmus,  added  to  the  envy 
excited  by  his  profound  erudition,  -drew  on  him  the  at^ 
tacks  erf  many  adverfaries ;  not  to  mention  the  ilridture* 
which  were  pafled  on  his  jM-odudiioas  by  the  divines  cjf 
Paris.  One  of  his  moft  violent  opponents  was  the  learn- 
ed Spaniard  Lopez  de  Stunica,  who  publinled^  Annota- 
tiones advcrfus  Erafmum  indefenfione  tranflationis  N-T^ 
Erafmus  replied,  in  his  Apologies,  both  to  him  and  his 
jother  antagonifts-,  and  the  controverfy  has  been  fo  far 
ufeful,  tliat  many  points  of  criticifm  liave  been  cleared 
up,  which  would  otherwile  have  remained  obfcure.  But 
the  charafter  of  Erafmus  feems  in  fome  meafure  to  have 
loft  by  it^  for  he  was  more  intent  on  his  own  defcnc^ 
than  the  inveftigation  of  truth,  as  Wetftein  has  flaewa 
in  feveral  inftances. 

,  Several  other  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which 
have  been  celebrated  for  their  excellence  or  fcarcity,  are 
iiothing  more  than  reimpreffions  of  that  of  Erafmus- 

^}  The  Greek  Bible  which  Aldus  Manutius  publilhed 

at 
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St  Venice  in  1 51 8v  Even  the  errors  of  the  prcfs  sure  rc^ 
tained  in  it :  for  inftance  in  the  edition  of  Erafmus,  Rev* 
Til.  14.  a  catch-word  had  been  falfely  printed^  namely 
jMiTAc  for  ftUTttv»  which  Manutius  has  retained,  and  printed 
iXtyK»¥»¥  r»i  ^oXeti  AYTA2  omrw  *^  Wetftein^  therefore, 
p.  127.  has  very  juftiy  obferved  that  Erafmus  did  not 
a&  fairly  in  appealing  to  the  Aldine  edition,  in  fupport 
of  his  own  readings.  This  edition  was  reprinted  by 
Heerwagen  at  Bafel  in  1545. 

i)  The  Greek  Tellament  printed  at  Hagenau  in  i  <2i, 
by  Nicolaus.Gerbelius,  was  taken  from  thofe  of  Eramius 
and  Manutius,  for  it  difiers  only  in  the*  errors  of  the ' 
pfefs  ^«  Some  ha\:e  contended  that  Luther  made  his 
German  tranilation  from  this  edition,  for  inftance  Tobia; 
Eckhard,  .in  his  Conjedturse  de  codice  Graeco  N. T.  quo 
'Lutherus  in  concinnanda  verfione  Germanicjt  ufus  fit. 
Halberftadii  1722  ;  to  whom  Boyfen  replied  in  his  Dif- 
fertatip  theologica  et  critica  de  codice  Grseco,  quo  ufus 
eft  Lutherus,  Lipfiae  112^.  The  controverfy  would  be 
of  little  importance,  ir  it  related  not  to  the  hiftory  of  ^ 
Tcrfion  fo  generally  ufed,  as  that  of  Luther,  and  to  the 
fource  from  which  it  was  drawn. 
•  c)  The  edition  publifhed  at  Strafburg  in  1 524,  under 
the  diredtipn  of  Fabricius  Capito%  differs  from  that  of 
Hagenau  in  only  eleven  places,  one  of  which  is  a'  critical 
conjefture. 

Another  edition  pripted  at  Strafburg  in  the  fame  year 
is  faid  to  be  a  copy  of  that  of  Aldus  \ 

d)  The  edition  by  Johannes  Bebelius  at  Bafel  in  1531 
follows  Erafmus  and  Aldus  *^ 

e)  Sim.  Colina?us  republifhed  the  edition  of  Erafmus 
at  Paris  in  1534^  but  he  made  feveral  alterations  on  the 
authority  of  fome  Greek  mtoufcripts,  and  the  Complu- 

teniiao 

*.  See  Miirs  Prolegomena,  §  ii^Zyliij* 

+  Miir$  Prolegomena,  §  Il36. 

c  The  publiHier  fays  in  the  pi^&ce  *  Fabrxcii  Capitoms  conlahgQinei 
snei  turn  induftria  turn  conHlio  opltulantibus.* .  But  his  iu(ne  is  not  m 
the  title,  which  is  merely  Novum  TcHamcntum  Grscce,  At^cntorati 
«pudWol£ttmCephalseum«  Anno  1544^ 
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tenfian  edition.  He  has  been  fufpefted  Kkewifc  of  fiav; 
ing  inferted  critical  conje<5tures  in  the  text,  efpecially  by 
Beza,  who  has  taken  the  very  fame  liberty  hinrfelf.  But 
Wctftein  has  obferved,  that  in  moft  of  the  examples; 
which  have  been  confidered  as  alterations  from  conjec- 
ture, Colinsus  has  aftually  followed  Greek  manufcripts; 
and  it  appears  from  Grielbach's  Sy-mbote  Critica?  that 
there  are  three  in  particular,  namely  Wetftein's  Codex  1 7, 
and  Griefbach's  119,  and  120,  which  in  many  remarlc- 
able  reajiings  coincide  with  the  edition  of  Colinseus'*. 

/)  The  edition  of  Jacobus  Bogardus,  which  takes  its 
name  from  the  publilher,  was  printed  at  Paris  in  1543. 
According  to  the  title,  it  is  only  a  reimpreffion  of  one 
of  Erafmus's  editions ;  but  there  is  a  material  difference, 
efpefcially  in  the  took  of  Revelation,  as  appears  froth'the 
lift  of  various  readings  at  the  end  of  the  work.  Wet- 
ftein,  who  has  defcribed  it,  p,  142.  is  of  opinion  that  the 
editor  made  ufe  of  the  Codex  Stephani  i^^^. 

g)  In  this  and  the  following  year  was  printed  at  Bafei 
an  oftavo  edition,  under  the  following  title,  Novi  Tefta- 
menti  omnia,  cum  fcholiis  ex  patribus,  et  hiftoriis  in 
loca  obfcuriora  in  mai^inibus  adje6tis.  The  fubfcrip- 
tion  is  Bafile«  per  Thomam  Plat  erum,  impenfis  Reinhardi 
Beck.  Anno  m.  d.  xliiii.  menfe  Martio'',  I  take 
notice  of  this  edition,  becaufe  it  has  iv  -rt?  xadf^ri?,  in- 
ftead  of  ly  Tw  xa6£^»j^,  Luke  viii.  1.  a  reading,  which 
makes  a  material  alteration  in  tile  fenfe  '*.  Though  ?t 
follows  in  general  the  edirion  of  Erafinus,  it  deferves  a 
more  niinute  examination.  John  Guft  has  prefixed  tx> 
it  a  dedication,  dated  Feb.  16, 1543,  which  contains  no-» 
thing  of  any  confequence,  except  the  following  pa(;ffagc, 
Iteirfhardus  Beck,  infignis  noftrae  urbis  bibiiopola,  ctrm 
Novum  Teftamentum  Graecocharaftere  fub  pwritrm  dafe 
animo  concepiflet,  me.  convenit,  an  aliquid  haberen> 
annotationum,  quo  commendatifirmus  per  fe  Ubct  com- 
mendatior,  in  luccm  exiret,  fibi  ut  communicarem,  ra- 
gans»  Nott  potui  vel  aliquitf  illius  humanitati  denegare. 
Mox  aflenfi,  ct  candide  qua*  aflignata  eiant  librp  mco 
impertivi.  It  appears  then  that  Gaft  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  publication,  an4  corredion  of  the  text''. 

6  3,  The 
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3.  The  third  place  among  the  editors  oF  the  Greek 
TefllaiAent  muft  be  ailigned  to  Robert  Stephens.  His 
celebrated  Paris  edition  of  1546  he  formed. from  thofc 
of  Alcala  and  Bafel  '*,  but  at  the  fame  time  made  u(e 
of  feveral  manufcripts,  which  were  collated  by  his  fon 
Henry,  and  have  been  defcribed  above,  ch*  viii.  feft.  6. 
under  the  article  Codices  Stephani^^*  It  is  to  be  la- 
mented that  he  has  not  noted  all  the  various  read- 
ings of  thefe  manufcripts.  He  differs  from  the  Com-* 
plutenfian  Greek  Teftament  in  five  hundred  and  ninety- 
eight  readings  ^* ;  and  he  may  be  confidered  as  the  pa^  . 
rent  of  that  text,  which  is  at  prefent  in  common  uf^* 
Whoever  therefore  fuppofes  that  our  prefent  editions 
contain  an  accurate  text,  muft  entertain  the  fame  opi- 
nion of  that  of  Stephens ;  yet  it  appears  from  what  was  . 
faid  of  his  manufcripts,  ch.  viii.  fedt.  6.  that  accuracy 
was  not  one  of  his  great  virtues* 

He  himfelf  publiflied  in 

1549,  the  fecond  edition,  which  differs  from  the  formef 

in  feventy-feven  places  '^  j 

1550,  the  third  edition,  which  is  finely  executed  | 

1 55 1,  the  fourth  edition  ; 

ahd  his  fbn  publifhed  in 
1569  the  fifth  edition *^      '^ 

Vogers  edition,  which  was  printed  at  Leipzig  in  1564^ 
and  that  of  Crifpin,  publifhed  at  Geneva  in  1553,  were 
copied  from  thofe  of  Stephens* 

4.  Theodore  Beza  procured  from  Henry  Stephens  his 
fether's  edition  of  1550,  with  readings,  which  Robert 
Stephens- had  noted  in  the  margin  ^\  From  this  work 
Beza  formed  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament^ 
which  firft  appeared  in  1565**;  but  he  inferted  in  the 
text  many  of  the  marginal  readings,  which  were  favour- 
able to  his  own  opinions,  even  in  cafes  where  they  were 
jat ified  by  only  a  fingle  manufcript ;  and  it  may  be  obfery* 
ed  that  he  fpeaks  in  a  very  confufed  manner  of  Stepheris*s 
manufcripts  in  general**'.  His  fecond  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  which,  as  well  as  the  preceding,  was  printed 

'  ' .  .      •  by 
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by  Henry  Stephens,  appeared  in  1576,  who  prefixed  to 
it  his  celebrated  diflertation  De  ftiio,^  leftionibus,  et  in- 
terpundtionibus  Novi  Tellamenti*  In  this  edition  many 
readings  were  altered. 

In  1582  he  publilhed  his  third,  and  moft  complete 
edition,  which  he  enriched  with  many  various  readings 
from  the  Codex  Cantabrigienfis,  and  Codex  Claromon- 
tanus.  He  added  to  the  Greek  text  not  only  the  Vul- 
gate, but  his  owi^  Latin  tranflation,  and  many  notes. 
It  was  reprinted  in  1589,  and  it  is  the  edition,  from 
•which  the  text  of  our  common  editions  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  has  been  chiefly  taken  ^. 

Bengel  has  given  an  account  of  the  various  editions 
of  the  Greek  Teftament  which  have  been  taken  from 
it*^  Of  thefe,  the  Elzevir  editions  deferve  particularly 
to  be  noticed.  It  is  not  known  who  were  the  literati, 
who  had  the  fuperintendence  of  thefe  editions,  and  de- 
termined the  particular  readings ;  but  it  appears  on 
comparifon  that  they  have  chiefly  followed  thofe  of  Ste- 
phens and  Beza  ^.  The  firft  Elzevir  edition  was  prmted 
at  Leyden  in  1624,  the  fecond  in  1626,  which,  with 
the  Amfterdam  edition  of  1662,  are  the' moft  beautiful 
of  all  thofe,  which  were  printed  by  the  Elzevirs.  Mo- 
rinus,  though  he  endeavoured  in  his  Exercitationes  Bib- 
licse  to  (hew  that  the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament  was 
very  uncertain,  and  that  the  Latin  text  alone  was  to  be 
depended  on,  yet  follows  the  Elzevirs  in  their  fplendid 
edition  of  the  New  Teftament,  which  was  printed  at 
Paris  in  1628. 

Beza  was  attacked,  not  only  on  account  of  the  read-. 
ings  which  he  had  adopted,  but  alfo  for  his  interpreta- 
tion of  the  New  Teftament,  by  John  Bois,  Prebendary 
of  Ely,  in  his  CoUatio,  in  quatuor  evangelia  et  adia  ve^ 
teris  interpretircum  Beza;  which  learned  work  was  writ-i- 
ten  in  1625,  but  not  publiflied  till  thirty  years  after- 
wards *\  He  defends  very  properly  the  Vulgate  in  many 
places  againft  the  unneceflTary  alterations, that  were  made 
by  Beza. 

5.  The  edition  printed  by  Wechel  at  Frankfort  in 
VoL.'lL    '  Ff  '^        1597, 
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1597,  in  which  various  readings  were  added  by  F.  Syl- 
burgius,  though  others  afcribe  them  'to  Francifcus  Ju* 
nius.     Ih  this  edition  no  alterations  were  made^. 

6.  Benedidtus  Arias  Montanus  printed^  in  the  Biblia 
Polyglotta  or  Regia,  which  was  publifhed  at  Antwerp 
in  1 572,  the  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  he  mo- 
delled after  that  of  the  Complutenfian  edition^  and  that 
of  Erafmus,  making  the  formar  the  bafis  of  his  edition^ 
and  altering  it  from  the  latter.  It  i^  thisis  defcribed  by 
Wetftein  in  his  Prolegomena,  p.  150. 

This  text  has  been  fevend  times  repnnted,  and  Wetr 
ftein  has  given  extracts  from  it  in  his  various  readings. 
One  of  the  reimpreffions,  from  which  he  has  alfo  given 
cxtrafts,  is  the  Geneva  edition  of  1620,  printed  by 
Pierre  de  la  Roviere.  Thefe  cxtrafts  are  fo  imperfefi^ 
that  I  (hall  take  particular  notice  of  the.fubjed,  when 
I  fpeak  of  Wetftein's  edition.  Schmid  has  made  a  new 
collation,  which  with  his  permiffion  has  been  commu- 
nicated to  me ;  and  it  appears  from  it,  that  Wetftein 
has  quoted  ten  places  totally  falfe,  and  omitted  above 
an  hundred  readings,  which  either  confirm  thofe,  which 
he  had  drawn  from  other  fources,  or  are  totally  wanting 
in  his' edition  :  but  of  thefe  latter  readings  I  acknow- 
ledge  that  feveral  are  merely  errors  of  the  prefs.  On 
comparing  the  readings^  which  are  quoted  from  the 
Greek  text  of  the  Antwerp  Polyglot,  with  thofe  which 
Wetftein  has  given  from  the  Complutenfian,  I  found 
that  they  coincided  in  a  very  remarkable  manner ;  and 
this  coincidence  is  again  confirmed  by  the  extrads^ 
which  have  been  made  by  Schmid.  Thefe  extrafts  de- 
ferve  to  be  printed..  -  . 

7.  The  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament  byStephanus 
Curcellscrus  was  fijrft  printed  in  1658,  at  the  prefs  of  the 
Elzevirs,  and  reprinted  in  1675,  1685,  and  1699.  Cur- 
cellaeus  has  given  various  readings  from  two  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts,  befide  thofe  which  he  has  copied  from  former 
editions.  Rumpasus,  in  his  Commentatip  critica  ad 
IScvum  Teftamentum,  p.  280.  has  given  a  fuller  ac- 

8  cottot 
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count  of  this  edition,    and  laid  t6  the  editor  feveral 
<harges,  which  perhaps  are  not  wholly  ungrounded  ^. ' 

8.  In  the  beautiful  Polyglot,  publilhed  at  Paris  in 
nine  volumes  folio,  the  New  Teftament  is  printed  in 
the  fifth  volume,  in  Greek,  Latin,  Syriac,  and  Arabic  '**. 
But  the  Greek  text  in  this  edition  has  nothing  remark- 
able, to  diftinguifli  it  from  other  editions. 

9.  The  celebrated  London  Polyglot,  publiftied  by 
Brian  Walton  in  1657,  deferves  particularly  to  be  men- 
tioned. The  fifth  volume  contains  the  Greek  text,  with 
a  Latin  tranflation,  alfo  the  Vulgate,  the  Syriac,  the 
Arabic,  the  Ethiopic,  and  in  the  Gofpels  the  Perfic 
yerfion,  with  Latin  translations  to  each  ;  and  under  the 
Greek  text,  feveral  readings  from  the  Codex  Alexaridri- 
nus.  In  the  fixth  volume  is  the  firft  copious  coUeftion 
of  various  readings,  that  ever  was  printed.  For  there 
are  not  only  the  various  readings,  which  Stephens  had 
printed  in  his  margin,  the  Velefian  readings,  and  thofe 
of  Wechel,  but  alfo  the  readings  of  fixteen  manufcripts, 
which  were  collated  under  the  diredion  of  Archbilhop 
U flier.  Thefe  manufcripts  have  been  defcribed  in  the 
eighth  chapter,  under  the  numbers  50,  59,  61,  65, 
.134,  135,  157^  158,  160,  161,  180,  186,  187,  188, 
245,  251.  Whoever  wifhes  to  read  a  defcription  of 
them  all  together,  may  confult  Mill's  Prolegomena, 
§  1372— 1396. 

This  Polyglot  is  of  the  utindft  importance  to  a  critic, 
not  only  on  account  of  the  extrafts  which  it  contains 
from  the  above-mentioned  manufcripts,  but  particularly 
on  account  of  the  Oriental  verfions,  from  which  he  muft 
coUeft  various  readings  to  the  New  Teftament.  Though 
feveral  of  thie  manufcripts,  which  are  quoted  in  the  Poly- 
glot, have  fince  that  time  been  more  accurately  collated, 
and  no  one  would  now  have  recourfe  to  that  edition  for 
the  readings  of  the  Alexandrinus,  or  Cantabrigienfis, 
yet  fome  of  the  fixteen  manufcripts,  which  Ulher'  had 
collated,  have  never  been  fince  examined.  Mill  and  Wet- 
ftein  having  inferted  thofe  readings  in  their  colledtions, 
as  they  found  them  in  the  Polyglot.    Now  as  errors  of 

F  f  2  the 
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the  prefs  are  unavoidable,  efpecially  in  a  work  like  Wet- 
ftein*s,  it  is  neceffary  to  have  recourfe  to  the  Polyglot^, 
whenever  a  doubt  arifes  in  regard  to  the  accuracy  of  a 
quotation  by.  Mill  or  Wetftein,  in  order  to  fee  whether 
thefe  manufcripts,  which  were  cpUated  for  the  London 
Polyglot,  have  the  readings  in  queftion  or  not. 

Several  other  critics"  have  borrowed  from  the  readings 
of  the  London  Polyglot.  Bengel  felefted  whatever  ap- 
peared to  him  important,  and  Saubert  has  inferted  in 
his  Variae  Ledtiones  all  the  readings  of  the  Gofpel  of 
St.  Matthew. 

ID.  John  Fell,  Bifliop  of  Oxford,  was  the  next  after 
Walton,  who  publilhed  a  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament :  but  this  was  fo  eclipfed  by  that  of  Mill, 
that  it  is  no  longer  fought  as  a  work  of  importance  in 
(acred  criticifm,  but  merely  as  a  fcarce  book,  though 
the  learned  editor  made  many  additions  to  that  which 
had  been  performed  by  Walton :  and  the  only  merit, 
which  jt  retains,  is  that  of  having  given  birth  to  Mill's 
edition.  The  title  is,  Tik  x«i«jf  Ao^Jixtic  aiFMrf^^  Novi 
Teftamehti  libri  omnes*  Accefferunt  parallela  fcripturx 
loca,  nee  non  variantes  ledtiones  ex  .plus  loo  MSS.  Co- 
dtcibus,  et  antiquis  verfionibus  coUedlae.  Oxonii,  e 
/6y^.      ~  theatro  Sheldoniano,'^^^!^,  8'% 

It  appears  from  ther^eface,  that  the  great. niimber  of 
various  readings,  which  are  printed  in  the  lixth  volume 
of  the  London  Polyglot,  apart  from  the  text,  had  given 
^larm  to  many  perlbns,  who  were  ignorant  of  criticifm, 
arid  had  induced  them  to  fufpeft,  that  the  New  Tfcfta- 
ment  was  attended  with  fo  much  uncertainty,  as  to  be 
a  very  imperfeft  ft^ndard  of  faith  and  manners.  In  order 
to  convince  fuch  perfons  of  their  error,  and  to  fliew  how 
.  little  the  fenfe  of  the  New  Teftament  was  altered  by 
them,  Fell  printed  them  under  the  text,  that  the  reader 
might  the  more  eafily  compare  them. 

To  the  readings  which  he  copied  from  the  London 
Polyglot,  thofe  quoted  by  CurcelliEus,  and  the  Barberiiii ' 
readings,  he  added  Marftiall's  extracts  from  the  Coptic 
and  Gothic  verfipns,  and  the  readings  of  feyeral  manu- 
fcripts, 
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(cripts,  which  were  collated  for  his  edition :.  but  thefe 
he  has  not  fufEciently  defcribed.  Thefe  are,  i.  Twelve 
manufcripts  in  the  Bodleian  library,  of  which  he  fay?, 
quorum  plerique  intafti  prius,  nee  in  Polyglot  t is  recen- 
fiti.  2.  Two  manufcripts,  formerly  the  property  of 
Uflier,  which  were  collated  for  him  by  Dodwell.  Thefe 
are  the  manufcripts,  which  I  have  defcribed  in  the 
eighth  chapter,  by  the  titles  Cod.  Uffer.  i.  et  2.  But 
Fell  did  not  obferve  that  the  latter  had  been  already 
quoted  in  the  London  Polygot  by  another  name ;  in 
confequence  of  which,  he  has  quoted  the  fame  evidence 
twice**.  3.  The  three  Codices  Petavani,  and  the  Codex 
Sangermanenfis,  which  were  collated  by  Gachon,  The 
cxtrafts  from  thefe  manufcripts  arrived  too  late  to  be 
printed  under  the  text ;  and  the  editor  was  obliged  there- 
fore, contrary  to  his  original  plan,  to  add  them  in  an 
appendix,  together  with  the  Barberini  readings.  Ev^n 
in  this  appendix  only  a  few  of  them  are  quoted  :  but 
they  are  not  loft  to  the  world,  for  the  Bifhop  commu- 
nicated the  manufcript  collation  to  Mill.  One  might 
almoft  conclude  from  a  paffage  in  Mill's  Prolegomena"*, 
that  the  various  readings,  at  leaft  thofe  in  the  appendix, 
were  not  reduced  into  order  by  the  bifhop  himfelf,  but 
that  he  left  the  drudgery  to  others,  who  had  lefs  zeal 
and  critical  knowledge,  than  himfelf. 

With  refpeft  to  the  quotations  of  the  fathers,  Feir§ 
opinion  was  erroneous,  for  he  fuppofed  that  they  quoted 
merely  from  memory;  and  for  this  reafon  he  not  only 
negledted  them  himftlf,  but  was  difpleafed  with  Mill, 
for  beftowing  on  them  fo  much  attention. 

The  fecond  edition,  which  was  not  publilhed  till  after 
his  death,  is  a  magnificent  folio;  but  it  would  have 
been  no  lofs,  had  this  edition  never  appeared.  It  takes 
its  name  from  John  Gregory,  becaufe  it  contains  the 
extrafts  which  he  had  made,  (for  he  died  before  it  waj 

publifhed) 

A  £  quibus  paucas  duntaxat,  idque  fine  dillin^lione  omni,  primi,  fe- 
cundi,  tertii,,codicum  unde  petitae  funt/in  appendicem  editionis  Q^^onii!* 
ffifiz  tranfi$ifera»t. 
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publiftied)  partly  from  the  Greek  fathers,  partly  from 
.Greek  profane  authors :  but  thefe  extrafts  are  of  no  great 
value.  The  title  is,  Novum  Teftamentiim,  una  cum 
fcholiis  Graecis,  ^  Graecis  fcriptoribus,  tarn  ecclefiafticis, 

3uam  exteris,  maxima  ex  parte  defumptis.  Opera  et 
:udio  Johannis  Gregorii,  Oxonii,  e  theatro  Sheldoni- 
ano,  1703.  This  edition,  if  we  except  the  typographi- 
cal execution,  has  nothing  worthy  of  theSheldon  theatre; 
for  no  addition  is  made  to  the  various  readings  of  Fell's 
edition,  which  might  eafily  have  been  done  from  *  the 
bilhop's  papers,  nor  are  even  thofe,  which  he  had  been 
obliged  to  print  in  an  appendix,  transferred  to  their 
proper  places. 

The  edition  of  1675  has  been  twice  reprinted  in  Gcr- 
jnany  ** :  but  no  man  Would  feek  at  prefent,  in  fo  im- 
perfeft  a  work,  what  he  can  find,  not  only  more  com- 
pletely, but  with  greater  eafe  in  Mill.  Fell's  edition  is 
of  no  value,  not  even  for  the  purpofe  of  examining  whe- 
ther later  editors,  who  have  quoted  the  fame  manufcripts 
as  himfelf,  have  quoted  inaccurately :  for  as  Mill  was  in 
pofteffion  of  all  the  bi(hop*s  papers,  his  edition  is  of 
courfe  a  more  certain  criterion,  than  that  of  his  prede- 
ceflbn  But  Fell  has  greater  merit  than  he  could  have 
acquired  from  an  edition  of  the  GreekTeftament ;  for  he 
pofleffed  a  noble  and^  generous  fpirit,  which  he  difplayed 
jn  communicating  to  Mill  whatever  he  had  colleded 
himfelf,  and  in  encouraging  one  of  the  beft  of  critics  to 
publifh  an  edition,  which  has  brought  his  own  into  obli- 
vion, and  which  ftill  remains  an  indifpenfablc  work  to 
every  man  engaged  in  facred  criticifm.  He  died  however 
before  it  was  publiftied ;  for  Mill  was  advanced  in  his 
publication  no  further  than  the  twenty-fourth  chapter 
of  St,  Matthew,  when  the  world  was  deprived  of  thisexcel- 
lent  man,  a  lofs,  which  was  felt  particularly  by  Mill,  as 
it  prevented  the  fulfilling  of  a  promife,  which  the  bifhop 
h^  made  him,  to  defray  the  expence  of  printing. 

Here  ends  the  infancy  of  criticifm,  in  refpeft  to  the 
JSTew  Teftament :  and  the  age.  of  manhood  commences 
witk  the  edition,  which  I  sim  now  going  to  defcribe. 

II.  This 
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II.  This  is  the  celebrated  edition  of  John  Mill,  which" 
he  finifhed  only  fourteen  days  before  his  death,  after 
haying  beftowed  on  it  the  labour  of  thirty  years.  The 
origin  and  progrefs  of  it  he  lu^  himfelf  defcribed  in  his 
Prolegomena  * ;  I  will  thei«fore  make  only  fuch  remarks 
on  the  value  and  content-S'of  this  publication,  as  relate 
immediately  to  points  of  criticifm. 

The  coUeftions  of  Various  Readings,  which  had  been 
made  before  the  tinae  of  Mill,  the  Velefian,  the  Barbe- 
rini,  thofe  of  Stephens,  the  London  Polyglot,  and  Fell's 
edition,  with  thofe  which  the  bifliop  had  left  in  manu- 
script, and  whatever  he  was  able  to  procure  clfewherc, 
he  brought  together  into  one  laijge  colleftion.  He  made 
likewife  very  confiderablc  jwiditions  to  it.  He  collated 
ifeveral  original  editions  more  accurately  than  had  been 
<lone  before ::  he  procttEed  extracts  from  Greek  manu- 
scripts, which  had  aevcr  been  collated,  and  of  fuch  ais 
had  been  before  coUated^  but  not  with  fufficient  atten- 
tion^  he  obtained  more  complete  extcadts.  I  will  not 
enumerate  the  manufbripts  at  prefent,  becaufe  they  are 
*oo  numerous ;  and  it  is  the  lefs  neceffary,  as,  in  the 
chapter  relative  4:o  the  manufcripts  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment^  whatever  was  .performed  by  Mill,  has  been  men-  ' 
^ioned  under  each  refpeilive  article.  He  alfo  added,  as 
iax  as  he  was  able,  readings  from  the  ancient  verfions ; 
<and  he  difplayed  his  critix^al  judgement,  in  not  filling  the 
tnargin  of  his  editioa  with  quotations  from  the  modern 
European  verfions,  which  have  no  weight  in  facred  cri- 
ticifm.  He  is  likewife  to  be  commended  for  the  great 
attention  which  he  paid  to  the  quotations  of  the  fathers, 
the  iihportance  of  which  he  had  fagacity  enough  to  dif- 
cenj :  and  he  is  the  more  to  be  commended,  becaufe  in 
this  point  he  had  to  contend  with  the  opinion  of  his 
friend  an4  patron  bilhop  Fell,  who  advifed  him  to 
baften  his  work,  and  devote  lefs  time  to  the  writings  of 
the  fathers. 

It  is  Jaid,  that  he  has  coUefted  from  manufcripts,  fa- 
thers, and  verfions,  not  lefs  than  thirty  tUoufand  various 

^eadings^ 

*  Se6t.  141 2.  to;theen4« 
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readings.  Mill  was  perhaps  too  painfully  accurate  in  re- 
gard to  trifles,  and  readings  that  are  evident  errata ;  whereas 
others  have  gone. into  the  oppofite  extreme,  and  omitted 
tilings  of  importance.  But  he  is  not  therefore  to  be 
cenfured ;  for  in  a  capital  work  like  Mill's  .Greek  Tefta.* 
m,ent,  which  every  critic  has  occafion  to  confult^  it  is. 
better  to  have  too  much  than  too  little ;  anc|  Mill  never 
falls  into  the  childilhnefs  belr^ed  byifome  coUeftors, 
who,  where  there  is  little  to  gather,  are  refolved  to  ga* 
ther  alh  His  adverfaries,  of  whom  manj'  -were  wholly 
ignorant  of  criticifm,  were  not  aware  that  the  manifeft 
errors  of  a  tranfcriber  are  fometimes  worthy  of  notice, 
tecaufe  we  learn  from  them  the  charafter  of  the  mginu-' 
fcripts  themfelves,  and  their  relation  to  other  manu- 
fcripts.  .    :.       ,       - 

.    Before  the  time  of  Mill,  the  editors  of  the  Greek  Tef- 
tament,  and  the  collectors  of  various  readings,  were.not 
accuftomed  to  give  a  clear  and  accurate  defcription  of 
their  manulcripts.     This  tafk  was  firft  undertaken  by 
Mill,  which  he  has  executed  in  his  elegant  and  learned 
Prolegomena,  which  confift  of  168  folio  pages  ^  and  he, 
has  not  only  defcribed  his  manufcripts,  but  judged  of 
the  goodnefs  of  them  from  the  readings,  which  he  quotes 
from  them  as  proofs.     He  was  the  firft  perfon,  who  at*- 
tempted  to  give  a  genealogy  of  the  editions  of  the  Greek 
Teilamqnt,  in  which,  it  is  true,  he  made  fevefal  mif-': 
take§:  but  no  man,  who  mjijkes  the  firft  attempt,  can 
e-^peft  to  arrive  at  perfedion.     His  Prolegomena,  not^ 
.withftanding  thofe  of  Wetftein,  ftill  retain  their  originai 
y^lue ;  for  they  contain  a  great  .deal  of  matter,  which  is 
not  in  Wetftein,  and  of  the  matter,  which  is  common 
to  both,    fome  things  are  explained  rnore  clearly  by 
Mill.     Wetftein  travelled  into  different  countries,  exar 
mined  with  his  own  eyes  a  much  greater  npmber  of  m^-  ^ 
nufcripts;  than  his  predecefibr,  Tiad  more  genius,  and  a. 
mvi^cli  gricater  fliare  of  learning;  but  on  the  other  hancj, 
jVtill  w^s  more  diligent,  had  more  critical phlegma,  and, 
I  believe,  adhered  more  ftrid:ly  to  the  truth  ^\     I  fin(J 
it  neceflary  tp  mention  thefe  circumftances,  becaufe  it 

feems 
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feetns  to  be  the  opinion  of  many,  that  Mill's  edition,* 
and  efpecially  his  Prolegomena,  fince  the  publication  of 
Wetftein's  Greek  Teftaraent,  is  become  ufelefs,  and,  as 
it  were,  obfolete.  . 

Miirs  collection  of  various  readings,  notwithOanding 
its  many  imperfeftions,  and  the  fuperiority  of  that  of 
Wetftein,  is  flill  abfblutely  neceflary  to  every  critic  :  for 
Wetftein  has  omitted  a  great  number  of  readings  which 
are  to  be  found  in  Mill,  efpecially  thofe,  which  are  ei- 
ther taken  from  the  Vulgate,  or  confirm  its  readings.  I 
admit  that  Mill  was  too  much  attached  to  this  verfion, 
yet  he  cani^ot  be  accufed  of  -partiality  in  producing  its 
evidence,  becaufe  it  is  the  duty  of  a  critic  to  examine 
the  witnefles  on  both  fides  of  the  queftion  :  and  Wet- 
ftein, by  too  frequently  neglefting  the  evidence  in  favour 
of  the.Vulgate,  has  rendered  his  coUeftion  lefs  perfeft, 
than  it  would  otherwife  have  been. 

Mill  made  no  alterations  in  the  text  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  but  copied  exa<ftly  the  third  edition  of  Ste- 
phens. But  he  delivered  his  opinion  on  particular  read- 
ings, partly  in  his  Prolegbmena,  partly  in  his  colleftion  , 
of  readings,  that  are  printed  under  the  text.  In  the  one 
he  often  gives  an  opinion,  which  contradifts  that  which ' 
he  had  given  in  the  other;  which  arofe  from  his  having 
acquired,  during  the  progfefs  of  the  work,  as  he  him- 
felf  confeflTes,  a  morfecomprehenfive  knowledge  of  the  fub- 
J€<9:,  for  which  he  was  chiefly  indebted  to  Simon's  Cri- 
tical Hiftory,  efpecially  in  refpeft  to  the  proper  ufe  of 
the  ancient  veriions.  Bengel  has  obferved,  that  MiH 
was  at  firft  more  attentive  to  the  number,  than  to  the 
goodnefs  of  his  manufcripts,  but  that  he  afterwards  dor-  * 
recked  his  error.  It  may  be  obferved  in  general,  that 
Mill  was  more  inclined  to  favour  the  readings,  which 
coincided  with  the  Vulgate,  than  thofe  which  differed 
from  it.  Yet  his  critical  judgement  prevented  him  from 
adopting  a  reading  as  genuine,  becaufe  it  was  fmooth 
and  eafy ;  and  in  this  refped;  he  has  introduced  among 
the  critics  a  tafte,  which,  is  perfectly  juft,  but  contrary 
to  that  which  prevailed  at  the  revival  of  learning. 

The 
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The  great  diligence,  which  he  difplayed  iii  coUefting 
fo  many  thoufar^  readings,  expofed  him  to  the  attacks 
of  many  writers  both  in  England  and  Germany,  who 
formed  not  only  an  unfavourable,  but  unjuft  opinion  of 
his  work.  Not  only  the  clergy  in  general,  but  even 
Profeflbrs  in  the  Univerfities,  who  had  no  knowledge  of 
criticifm,  conlidered  his  vaft  colled  ion  of  various  read- 
ings, as  a  work  of  evil  tendency,  and  inimical  to  the 
Chriftian  religion.  And  perhaps  a  flill  greater  number 
of  years  would  have  elapfed,  before  the  merits  of  his 
Greek  Teftament  would  have  been  acknowledge,  if 
Bengel,  who  was  univerfally  celebrated,  as  a  man  x>f  un- 
common piety,  had  not  given  it  authority,  by  treading 
in  the  footileps  of  its  author. 

It  Cannot  be  denied  that  Mill's  G  reek  Teftament  has 
many  imperfe<ftions,  and  fome  of  real  importance.  His 
extrafbs  from  manufcripts  are  often  not  only  incomplete, 
but  erroneous  ;  and  it  is  frequently  neceiTary  to  coneft 
the  miftakes  in  Mill,  from  the  edition  of  Wetftein.  This 
arofe  from  Mill's  not  having  travelled,  like  Wetftein,  to 
collate  manufcripts  himfelf ;  he  was  obliged  to  depend 
on  the  diligence  and  accuracy  of  others,  who  collated 
lather  out  of  friendfhip,  and  to  whom  therefore  he  could 
prefcribe  no  fixed  and  determinate  plan.  If  Mill  had 
had  the  fame  pecuniary  affiftance  for  his  edition  of  the 
New  Teftament,  which  Kennicott  had  in  his  publication 
of  the  Old,  thefe  imperfections  might  have  been  avoided: 
but  inftead  of  laying  them  to  the  xhai^  of  the  learned 
editor,  we  muft  rather  conftder  it  as  a  merit,  that  he 
ventured,  in  fpite  of  numerous  obftacles,  on  fo  great 
and  extenfive  an  undertakings 

Still  lefs  perfedt  are  his  extraAs  from  tlie  Oriental  ver- 
fions,  becaufe  he  was  unacquainted  with  thoie  languages, 
and  in  feledting  readings  from  the  Syriac,  the  Arabic, 
and  Ethtopic,  was  obliged  to  have  recourfe  to  the  Latin 
tranilations,  which  are  annexed  to  thofe  verfions  in  the 
London  Polyglot.  My  late  father,  in  his  Traftatio 
critica  de  variis  ledionibus  N.  T.  caute  coUigendis,  has 

taken  particular  notice  of  th^  miftakes  of  tms  kind  in 

MiU's 
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Mill's  edition,  which  amount  not  to  hundreds,  but  to 
thoufands.  To  be  convinced  of  the  truth  of  this  afler- 
tion,  the  reader  needs  only  to  have  recourfe  to  the  feventh 
paragraph  of  my  Curse  in  Adtus  Ai>oftolorum  Syriacos, 
i^'here  he  will  fee  that  they  amount  to  at  leaft  five  hun- 
dred in  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles  alone.  In  the  year 
1767,  Profeffor  Bode  publilhed  a  treatife,  entitled,  Pfeu- 
docritica  Millio-Bengeliana,  in  which  the  miflakes  of 
this  kind,  which  had  been  committed  by  Mill,  are 
pointed  out,  and  correfted.  It  is  a  work,  with  which' 
no  man  can  difpenfe,  who  would  make  a  critical  ufe  of 
Mill's  Greek  Teftament,  if  he  is  unacquainted  with  Sy* 
riac  and  Arabic. 

In  the  defcription  of  manufcripts,  and  other  critical 
documents,  wliich  he  had  never  feen  himfelf.  Mill  is 
too  often  led  away  by  the  force  of  his  imagination,  and 
he  relates  his  own  conjeftures  with  as  much  confidence, 
as  if  they  were  real  fads.  His  defcription  of  the  Codex 
Vaticanus,  as  a  manufcript  ufed  by  the  Complutenfian 
editors,  his  quotation  of  an  hundred  readings  from  this 
manufcript,  becaufe  thofe  readings  are  in  the  Complu<> 
tenfian  edition,  and  the  opinion  which  he  thence  forms 
of  the  manufcript  itfelf,  confirm  the  truth  of  this  afler<% 
tion. 

The  contradidions,  which  have  been  obferved  in  the 
opinions  delivered  by  Mill,  in  different  places,  on  th« 
fame  fubjedt,  of  which  Whitby  has  coUefted  examples 
in  a  publication,  that  bears  the  illiberal  title  of  Millius 
g»\jro¥  ri{AUfHfi,t¥o;^y  I  confider  as  no  fault  in  that  eminent 
critic :  on  the  contrary,  it  redounds  to  his  honour,  that 
he  not  only  acquired  a  more  extenfive  knowledge  of  the 
fubjedt  during  the  progrefs  of  his  work,  but  had  candour 
enough  to  confefs  his  former  miflakes.  Whoever  has  to 
form  an  opinion  on  feveral  thoufand  readings,  in  whiqh 
it  is  often  difficult  to  diflinguifh  what  is  fpurious  from 
that  which  is  genuine,  and  where  the  decifion  depends 
frequently  on  a  feeming  trifle,  is  unavoidably  expoied  to 
the  danger  of  deciding  in  one  iriflance  upon  principles, 

that 

^  Jn  the  appendix  to  his  Exaxnen  variantium  le^ionum  Milliit 
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that  contradift  thofe  which  he  had  adopted  in  another, 
unlefs,  like  Whitby,  he  is  predetermined  to  give  the 
conftant  preference  to  one  particular  edition,  or,  inftead 
of  forming  an  unblaffed  judgement  in  each  particular 
inftance^  has  conftant  recourfe  to  former  decifions,  in 
^rder  to  be  uniform  at  the  cxpence  of  partiality. 

The  greateft  objeftion,  which  can  be  made  to  Mill,  is 
that  he  frequently  gives  an  opinion,  where  it  is  wholly  fu- 
perfluous,  and  that  he  often  makes  a  pofitive  decifion  in 
cafes,  where  neither  of  the  readings  has  a  manifeft  fiiperiot 
rity  of  evidence.     In  readings,  which  make  no  alteration 
in  the  fenfe,  we  feldom  fincl  a  decided  preponderance  in 
fevour  of  any  one  in  particular,  efpecially  if  we  balance 
the  number  of  witneffes  in  one  fcale,  by  the  goodnefs 
and  authority  of  thofe  in  the  other.    We  muft  not  there* 
fore  be  furprifed,  that  Mill,  in  the  defcription  of  his 
manufcripts,  makes  mention,  not  of  one,  two,  or  three, 
but  frequently  of  an  hundred  readings,  peculiar  to  a  par^r 
ticular  manufcript,  which  lie  defcribes  as  genuine,  and 
as  proofs  of  the' goodnefs  of  the  manufdript,  in  retaining 
fo  much  of  the* true  text,  which  is  not*  to  be  found  in 
Other  documents.     It  feems,  as  if  he' made  his  ear  the 
criterion  for  determialng  the  genuinenefs  of  a  reading, 
without  confidering  that  on  this  principle,  not  only  dif* 
fereht  perfons,  but  the  fame  perfori  at.  different  times, 
muft  form  different  opinions ;  not  to  mention,  that  of 
any  two  readings,  we  feldom  find  either  fo  ofFenfive  to 
the  ear,  as  to  warrant  us  to  conclude,  on  that  account 
alone,  that  it  was  not  written  by  the  author,'whofe  works 
we  examine.  - .  .  ' 

'  MiJrs  principal  opponent  was  Daniel. Whitby,  a  man 
who  was  certainly  endued  with  a  confiderable  (hare  of 
learning,-  His  chief  objeft  was  to  defend  the  readings 
of  the  printed  text,  and  to  ftiew  that  Mill  was  miftaken 
in  frequently  preferring  other" readings*  -  But  how  fre- 
quently foever  Mill  has  been  guilty  of  an  error  in  judge- 
ment, in  the  choice  of  this  or  that  particular  reading, 
yet.the^Talue  of  the  colledlion  itfelf  reniains  unaltered. 
To  give  the  reader  a_ notion  of  Whitby's  defign,  in  his 

•  '      attack 
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attack  upon  Mill,  I  will  quote  the  title-page  at  full 

length.  •  .    *  ^ 

Examen  variant  ium  leftionum  Johannes  Mrllii  S.T.P* 

ubi  oftenditur> 

I.  Leftionum  harum  fundamenta  incerta  plane  eflfe^ 

et  ad  ledionem  textus  hodierni  convellendam  protinui 

inidonea* 

2*  Ledtiones  variantes,  qu«  funt  momenti  alicujust 

aut  fenfum  textus  mutant,  pauciffimas  efle,  atque  in  iis. 

omnibus  ^  ledtionem  textus  defendi  pofle. 

3.  Ledtiones  variantes  levioris  momenti,  quas  iatius' 
expendimus,  tales  efle,  in  quibus  a  leftiorie  recepta  ra-* 
riffime  recedehdum  eft. 

4.  Miilium  in  hifce  variantibus  ledtionibus  colligendis 
fiepius  arte  non  ingenua  ufum  efle,  faifis  citationibus 
abundare,  et  fibimet  ipfi  multoties  contradicere. 

Opera  et  ftudio  Danielis  Whitby  S.  T.  B.  et  ecclefise- 
Sarifburienfis  Pr^ecentoris,  1 710.  It  was  afterwards  an- 
nexed to  his  Paraphrafe  and  Commentary  on  the  New 
Teftament,  publifhed  in  17^7. 

Now  Whitby,  though  a  good  commentator,  was  a 
bad  critic.  This  appears  from  his  very  manner  of  argu-» 
ing  againft  Mill,' for  we  may  be  aflured,  that  whoever 
condemns  another  as  a  heretic,  becaufe  he  is  of  a  difFe- 
rent  opinion,  is  wholly  ignorant  of  the  art'of  criticifm. 
In  the  beginning  of  his  preface,  he  defcribes  Mill's  col- 
lection of  various  readings  as  inimical  to  our  religion^ 
and  as  rendering  the  Word  of  God  uncertain*  He  fayS' 
that  "  Mill  has  collated  at  leaft  ninety  manufcripts,arid 
yet  prefers  frequently .  a  reading  that  is  found  m  oidy 
twenty,  or  thirty :  that  he  muft  therefore  have  been 
either  extremely  negligent  in  collating,  .or  that  the  read- 
ing, which  he  rejeds,  is  fupported  by  the  greateft  num- 
oer  of  manufcripts.**  Bat  this  accufation  betrays  at  6tal 
ignorance  of  manufcripts,  and  (hews  that  Whitiiy  had 

*  hievcr 

■        '    t 

^  In  omnibus  defendi  poffe,  though  It  implies  not  an  atfolutc  imp^flSbi-i . 
lity,  is  certainly  a  very  bold  alTcrtion.  Nor  i^  it  a  proof  of  ■  Whitby '4> 
impartial  lov«  of  truth,  unlefs  he  fuppofed  that  Robert  Stephens  was, 
inlpired. 
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never  read  with  proper  attention  even  Mill's  Prolego- 
mena ;  from  which  he  might  have  learned,  that  all  thefe 
mamifcripts  do  not  contain  the  whole  New  Teftament  *. 

Ludolph  Kiifter  reprinted  Mill's  Greek  Teftament  at 
Rotterdam  in  17  lo^  and  enriched  it  with  the  readings  of 
twelve  additional  manufcripts  **.  Thefe  are  nine  Paris 
manufcripts,  with  thofe  of  Carpzov,  Seidel,  and  Boer*- 
ner.  This  edition  has  likewife  another  advar^tage,  that 
the  readings  which  Mill  had  been  obliged  to  place  in  his 
Appendix,  are  here  transterred  to  their  proper  places. 
But  Grielbach,  in  the  preface  to  his  Symbola?  critics, 
has  obferved  that  Kufler  has  not  tranferred  them  all. 

Before  I  conclude  the  account  of  Mill's  edition,  Imuft 
take  notice  of  that  copy,  which  is  in  my  own  pofleffion, 
becaufe  I  (hould  be  forry  that  the  pains,  which  have 
been  beftowed  on  it,  Ihould  be  loft  to  the  woFld.  This 
copy  I  inherited  from  my  father,  who  has  written  mar- 
ginal notes  from  one  end  of  it  to  the  other.  They  con- 
fift  partly  in  new  readings,  ivhich  he  himfelf  had  col- 
ledted,  partly  in  obfervations  on  the  old.  The  readings, 
which  he )ias  added,  are  taken  chiefly  from  Theophylaft, 
from  the^yriac,  Ethiopic,  and  Arabic  verfions,  parti- 
cularly that  publiftied  by  Erpenius,  and  a  manufcript  of 
the  Vulgate,  which  he  procured  from  the  library  of 
Ludwig.  The  extrafts  from  this  mapufcript  are  very 
numerous  :  but  the  moft  important  are  thofe,  which  are 
taken  from  the  Oriental  verfions,  becaufe  the  readings, 
which  Mill  has  quoted  from  them,  are  very  imperfeci:, 
whereas  thofe,  which  my  father  has  coUefted,  were  af- 
furedly  not  taken  from  the  Latin  tranflations,  but  drawn 
from  the  originals  themfelves.  After  my  death,  this 
copy  will  be  depofited  in  the  library  of  the  Orphan 
Houfe  in  Halle. 

In  the  Bodleian  library  is  a  copy,  of  Mill's  Greek  Tef- 
tament, with  additions  and  correftions  from  Mill's  own 

hand : 

*  Whitby  was  as  much  agalnll  the  Latin  readings,  as  Mill  li^as  la  fa- 
vour tof  them ;  and,  though  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  fathers  quoted 
the  Greek  Teftament  from  tncmory,  yet  he  paid  more  deference  to  tlicif 
quotations,  tha4  to  any  manafcript. 
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hand :  there  are  alfo  fome  additions  by  Hearne,  Grief- 
bach,  in  the  firft  volume  of  his  Symbolae,  p.  241 — 304, 
has  printed  as  many  of  them,  as  relate  to  the  feventeen 
firft  chapters  of  St.  Matthew,  and  all  the  epiftles.  In 
the  latter  a  Codex  Hal.  is  frequently  quoted ;  but  what 
this  abbreviation  denotes  no  one  at  prefent  knows. 

12.  The  Greek  Teftament  publiihed  by  the  learned 
Syndic  of  the  city  of  Bremen,  Gerard  of  Maftricht,  was 
received  in  Germany  with  great  applaufe.  It  was  printed 
at  Amftferdam  in  17 11,  with  Prolegomena,  and  various 
readings,  which  were  taken  partly  from  Fell's  edition^ 
partly  from  a  manufcript  in  the  imperial  library^  which 
the  editor  himfelf  collated  with  great  care.  He  calls 
himfelf  in  the  title  G.  D.  T.  M.  D.  that  is,  Geiardus 
de  Trajefto  Mofse  Doftor. 

Notwithftanding  this  work  was  fo  much  commended 
on  its  firft  appearance,  the  late  Bengel  in  his  Introdudio 
in  crifin  N.  T*  p.  440  of  the  i**  edition,  p.  76.  of  the 
fecond,  fpeaks  of  it  in  very  indifferent  terms*  It  is  cer- 
vtain  that  Maftricht  was  not  happy  in  the  choice  of  his 
readings  :  and  as  Mill's  edition  is  fo  much  more  com- 
plete, the  imperfect  coUeftion  of  readings  exhibited  by 
Maftricht  feems  to  be  of  no  ufe. 

13.  An  anonymous  Englifliman  publifhed  in  London 
in  1729,  The  New  Teftament,  Greek  and  Englifh,  S''^ 
of  which  I  can  fpeak  only  from  the  accounts  of  others*, 
as  I  have  never  feen  it  myfelf.  The  editor  has  prefumed  to 
make  many  alterations  in  the  Gre^k  text,  not  only  where 
he  had  the  authority  of  manufcripts,  but  frequently  from 
mere  conjefture.  He  has  added  an  Englifh  tranflation, 
which  runs  with  tolerable  fluency,  and  likewife  feveral 
notes,  in  which  howeverwe  find  nonewextradisfromma- 
nufcripts,but  merely  fuchas  had  been  given  by  Mill.  He 
goes  upon  .the  principle,  that  it  is  lawful  for  an  editor  to 
alter  the  text  from  conjecture,  and  ridicules  thofe,  wlio 
think  it  wrong  to  invent  new  readings.  The  common 
reading.  Gal.  iv.  25.  he  did  not  underftand  ;  he  made 

therefore 

i  It  is  ckrcribed  in  the  Memoirs  of  si  library  in  IhUe^  Vol,  IV, 
p.  418.  419. 
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.  therefore  an  emendation,  of  the  juftnefs  of  which  he  15 
fo  very  confident,  that  he  cenfures  Mill,  for  retaining 
'  the  words  Zi^*  o^ 0?  <rtv  <»  t«  h^oi,%\9»y  becauie  they  arc 
found  in  every  manufcript,  and  adds,  *  as.  if  there  was 
any  manufcript  fo  ancient  as  common  fenfe.*  This  is  a 
ridiculous  and  abAird  afFedtation  of  wit-  Whoever,  like 
this  editor,  has  not  fufficient  knowledge  to  comprehend 
the  meaning  of  his  author,  will  certainly  be  unable  to 
find  common  fenfe  in  a  paflage,  of  which  he  knows  not 
the  meaning :  but  this  is  the  fault  of  the  interpreter,  not 
of  the  author.  And  it  would  be  furely  a  very  extraordi- 
nary rule  in  the  art  of  criticifm,  that  common  fenfe  is  to 
be  preferred  to  the  authority  of  all  manufcripts;  for 
though  we  may  appeal  to  common  fenfe,  to  (hew  what 
an  author  ought  to  have  written,  it  is  no  criterion  for 
deteroiining  what  he  adlually  has  writ  ten -{-. 

14.  John  Albert  Bengel,  Abbot  of  Alpirfpach  in  the 
Dutchy  of  Wiirtemberg,  became  a  critic,  as  he  himfelf 
expreffes  it,  per  tentationem^,  or,  in  other  words,  he  di- 
redted  his  attention  to  facred  criticifm,  in  confequence of 
ferious  and  anxious^doubts.  While  he  was  a  ftudent  at 
the  Univerfity,  he  made  ufe  of  that  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  which  Profeffor  Frank  had  printed  at  Hallef 
from  that  of  Bifhop  Fell ;  and  being  refolved  not  to 
form  his  principles  of  Theology  from  the  fyftem  adopted 
in  the  academical  leftures,  he  had  recourfe  to  the  Greek 
Teftament  itfelf ;  but  finding  fo  great  a  number  of  vari- 
ous readings,  which  feemed  to  render  hisYaith  uncer- 
tain, he  fell  into  a  kind  of  defpondenc}%  which  he  con- 
cealed from  his  tutor,  becaufe  he  doubted  whether  he 
fliould  obtain  the  fatisfa&ion  he  required'.  But  this 
uneafmefs,  and  the  influence  which  it  iiad  on-  this  mode 

of 

\  The  late  Wolf  has  confuted,  in  his  Curae,  the  innovations  of  tliift 
editor,  which  Leonhard  TwelU  has  done  in  a  feparate  work,  which  I 
have  nevecbeen  able  to  procurers.  In  the  Memoirs  of  a  library  in  Halle 
this  edit  ion  is  defcribed  as  a  very  bol-d  undertaking  againft  the  dodlrineof 
Chrift's  Divinity. 

^  Sec  the  account  of  his  life  in  the  Apparatus  criticus,  p.  ^.  70> 
a^cd.  * 
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of  ftudy,  were  very  -beneficial  in  their  effedis  :  and  the 
confequence  followed,  which  might  be  naturally. expeit* 
ed,  fince  a-  man  who  feeks  after  the  gentiinerxeadijUg 
throvigh  fcruples  of  confcience,  will  not  only  be  morb  , 
induftripus  in  fearching  for  materials  of  inforn^tiqn,  but 
will  prpbably  be  more  fcrupijjloufly  exaft  in  examining 
the,  evidence  which  theyaflfordj  th/in  a-ii)aH  who  exercifes 
the  ar-t-crf"  cfiticifm,  merely  becaufe  it  is  his  profeffion, 
or  becaufe  the  ftudy  of  it  either  gtUtifics  his  ambition,  or 
indulges  his  private  inclination.  Bengel  was  not  only 
diligent  in  the  examination  of  yarious:  readings,  but  i^ 
the  ftriAeft  fenfe  of  the  word  confcientious ;  for  he  con- 
fidered  it  as  a;i  offence  agt^inft  the  Deity,  if  through  his 
own  fault,  that  is,  through  levity  or  careleffnefs,  he  in*- 
troduceda  felfe  reading  into  the  facred  text.  His  obje^ 
was  not  .merely  to  make  a  coUeftion  of  readings,  and 
leave  the  choice  of  them  to  the  judgement  of  the  reader, 
but  to  examine  the  evidence  on  both  fides,  and  draw 
the  inference  :  yet  he  has  not  given  his  own  opinion  fo 
frequently  as  Mill>  whom  he  refembled  in  his  reverence 
for  the  L^tin  verfion,  and  in  the  preference  which  1ig 
gave  to  harlb  ^nd  difficult  readings,  before  thofe  which 
wer6  fmooth  and  flowing.  It  may  be  obferved  in  genc^ 
ral,  that  he  had  a  cool  and  found  judgement,  though  it 
did  not  prevent  him  from  thinking  too  .highly  of  the 
Latin  readings,  and  of  the  Codex  Alexandrinus,  with 
othii^r  latinizing ^mai>ufcripts.  But  it  was  certainly  afaulfc 
in  him,  th^t  he  was  too  much  attached  to  the  opinions;, 
which  he  h?td  once  formed,  and  that  in  the  materials j 
which  he  left.for  a  fecond  edition  of  the  Apparatus  cri*^ 
ticus,  he  paid.fo  little  attention  to  the  objeftions  which' 
other  critics  h^d  made  to  the  miftakes  of  the  firft  edi-- 
tion.  It  may  be  faid  however,  as  an  extenuation  of  this 
fault,  that,  his  ch4ra(5^er  being  naturally  firm,  he  was 
induced  to  p^y  left  attention  to  objetlions  in  general, 
becaufe  he  had  been  often  attacked  by  men  without 
learning,  and  without  judgenient.  There  is  another 
imperfeftion  ii)  his  judgement,  which  I  (hauld  have 
paffed  over  in  fileiice,  if  Wetftein  had  not  taken  par- 
Vol.  II.  G  g  ticular 
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ticular  nbtlee  of  it.  Namely,  Bengel  was  of  opinion^ 
that  in  certain  cafes  a  kind  of  inward  and  fpiritual  grace 
might  enable  us  to  diftinguifh  the  genuine^  reading  of 
the  facrcd  text,  from  that  which  proceeded  merely^  m)m 
human  hands.  Now  I  recoiled:  no  pafO^e  of  fcripture^ 
in  which  the  Deity  has  given  a  promife  of  this  critical 
^race ;  and  I  am  really  or  opinion,  that  if  wa  followed 
Its  call,  it  would  lead  different  critics  to  difiereht  conclu-« 
fionSi  But  whatever  fentiments  we  entertain  of  the  exe- 
cution of  his  work  in  ^neral,  he  will  always  retain  the 
merit  of  being  the  firft  perfon  who  removed  thofe  fuf- 
picions,  which  had  been  entertained  of  fatred  criticifm, 
and  of  rendering  its  ftudy  mcMre  general,  efoecially  in 
Germany.  He  made  known  his  defign  by  a  Prodromm 
printed  at  Tubingen  in  1725,  which  was  followed  nine 
years  afterwards  by  the  Greek  Teftament  itfelf,  which 
was  publiflied  at  Tubingen  in  1 734>  in  V*.  He  prefixed 
to  it  his  Introduftio  in  crifin  Novi  Teftamenti,  and  fub* 
joined  to  it  his  Apparatus  criticus,  and  l^logus.  Id 
hi^  Introduftio  in  crifin  he  treated  of  the  manufcripts, 
verfions,  and  editions,  adding  at  the  fam6  t4me  very 
rational  critical  rules ;  and  he  executed  the  whole  in  fo 
clear  and  concife  a  manner,  that  the  clei^y  in  general; 
who  had  not  direfted  their  attention  to  facred  criticifm, 
began  to  think  that  it  was  lefs  dangerous,  than  they  had 
imagined.  The  writings  of  Bengel  therefore  had  more 
readers,  than  thofe  of  moft  critics  5  and  his  readers  have 
become  in  general  his  friends  aiKl  difciples. 

He  did  not,  as  Mill  had  done,  fimply  reprint  the. 
text '  of  a  former  edition,  but  he  really  improved  it,  as 
far  as  he  was  able.  But  bis  diffidence,  and  caution, 
which  was  at  that  time  neceffary, 'prevented  him  from  in^. 
ferting^  in  the  text  any  reading,;  that  had  not  already  ap* 
peared  in  feme  printed  edit  ion,  even  though  he  believed  it 
to  be  the  genuine  readmg;  by  which  means  he  avoided 
the  reproacTi,  which  fome  pcrfons  might  have  made,  of 
having  publilhed  a  new  Bible  ",,  In  the  book  of  Keve- 
lations  alone,  he  took  the  liberty  of  infertijig  readings, 
which  had  never  been  printed,  becaufe  this  book  had 
'  7      .  been 
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Ibeen  printed  from  fo  few  manufcripts,  and  in  one  paflage 
had  been  printed  by  Erafmus  from  no  manufcript  what- 
foeven  Under  the  text  he  placed  fome  feled  readings^ 
but  without  quoting  the  evidence  in  their  favour,  which 
he  referved  for  his  Apparatus  criticus.  His  opinion  of 
thefe  marginal  readings  he  exprefled  by  Greek  letters, 
^y  P,  y,  J,  I,  and  fonje  few  other  marks :  a  denotes  tlial 
he  held  it  for  genuine  j  (3  that  its  genuinenefs  was  not 
absolutely  certain,  but  that  the  reading  was  ftill  prefer- 
able to  that  in  the  text ;  y  that  the  reading  of  the  marr 
gin  was  equal  in  value  to  the  reading  of  the  text,  and 
that  he  doubted  which  of  them  he  fliould  prefer ;  i  that 
the  mamnal  reading  was  of  lefs  value ;  and  e  that  it  was 
abfolutpJry  {purious,  though  fome  critics  had  defended  it. 
Now,  whatever  Wetftein  may  alTert  to  the  contrary,  it 
icannof  be  denied  that  this  is  a  very  convenient  method 
irf"  impfoving  the  text. 

Hi§  whole  coUedioa  of  various  readings,  with  the 
^vidci|ce  in  their  favour,  and  fometimes  with  his  own 
fentiments  upon  them,  he  placed  in  his  Apparatus  cri- 
ticus. .  This  coUedjon  was  chiefly  taken  from  that  of 
Mill;  but  Bengel  omitted  whatever  he  thought  was  of 
jio  importance,  tor  which  he  has  bepn  cenfured  by  Wet- 
ftein, and^  I  believe,  with  reafon. ^  Jf  Bengel  had  printed 
hjs  various  readings  under  the  text,  he  migh(:  haye  been 
^Uovsrcd  f  o  print  only  feleft  readings,  in'  order  tq  fave 
Toom :  but  as  he  printedi  them  apart,  and  wa§  nqX  con- 
fined to  a  fmall  compafs  of  paper,  he  ought  to  hftve 
made  his  Apparatus  as  complpte  as  poflible,  A  reading, 
which  feemed  unimportant  to  Bengel^  might  appear  to 
pother  -critic  to  be  of  fome  conlequence ;  ari^|  when 
extrafts  were  given  from  manufcripts,  whicn  ha^^  neyer 
been  collated  before,  every  man  wiflied  to  be  acquaint- 
ed even  with  fuch  readings,  as  were  m^nifijft  errata,  in  or- 
der to  form  a  judgement  of  the  value  of  the  manuicripts 
themfelvps^^    '^'o  \\\^  |"?a.d.ings,  whiqh  Bengel  borrowed 

from 

*  Bengel  himfelf  acknowledges  that  it  is  uieful  to  quote  feemingly  un- 
important readings,  and  he  is  in  this  refpe6t  one  of  the  mod:  ilrenuous 
advocates  of  J4UU  See  liis  Prodfomus,  or  his  Apparatus  criticus,  p.628. 
%^  ed« 

eg* 
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from  Mill,  he  made  very  confiderable  additions,  which 
confifted  partly  in  cxtrafts  from  manufcripts,  which  had 
never  been  collated,  partly  in  cxtrafts,  which  had  heeii 
printed  by  others,  but  had  neven  been  colle<5ted  into  one 
mafs,  and  partly  in  readings,  which  he  felefted  with 
greater  accuracy  than  his  predeceffors,  from  the  ancient 
yerfions^  Tliefc  additions  to  Mill's  coUedlion  make 
Bengel's  Apparatus  indifpenfable  to  a  critic,  not  only 
becaufe  Wetftein  has  neglefted  to  ufe  a  great  part  of 
Bengel's  materials,  but  'alfo  becaufe  in  thofe  extrafts, 
which  Wetftein  has  copied  from  Bengel,  errata  may 
have  taken  place,  which  can  be  correfted  only  by  refer- 
ring to  the  original  edition.  It  is  likewife  indifpenfable 
on  the  following  account :  Bengel  quotes  the  authorities 
that  are  in  favour  of  the  text,  as  well  as  thofe  which 
are  in  favour  of  the  various  readings,  whereas  Wetftein 
quotes  only  the  tatter,  and  leaves  the  reader  therefore  in 
a  ftate  of  uncertainty,  whether  the  reading  of  the  text 
is  fupported  by  the  authority  of  a  hundred  manufcripts, 
or  by  no  authority  whatfoever  '*• 

From  Bengel's  Greek  Teftament  have  been  printed 

.  feveral  fmaller  editions,  in  which  the  critical  apparatus 
is  left  out :  but  this  was  fepublilhed  in  1763,  after  the 
death  of  the  author,  with  thofe  alterations,,  additions, 
and  anfwers  to  objeftions,  which  he  had  left  in  manu- 
fcript,  under  the  title  of  Apparatus  criticus  ad  Novum 
Teftamentum ;  which  title  includes  more  than  in  the 

•  iirft  edition,  in.  which  the  title  of  Apparatus  wa$  given 

to 

i  His  own  words  are  as  foUows,  Non  fbliun  Auguftanos  jfeptem,  By-r 

.  zantinuniy     Hirf<lugienrcm,    Mofcuenfem,   Uffenbachianos    duo^   MSS. 

.  codices  cohtuli,  quos'duodccim  Cenfura  raemorat.    Sunt  praeterea  Bafi- 

leenfes  tres  Bodleianus  unns  apud  Waltonum,  Camerarianus,  Diony- 

fianas    apud  Gagnxuih,   Gehlianus,   Pariiinus   nnus  ^apud  Simonium, 

Wolfiani  duo,  complures  apud  L.  Vallam,   et  J.  Fabrura  Sfapulenfem, 

'  ffUgmenta  alia  et  excerpta,  quae  Millio  et  Kuftero  inta£):a  in  apparatu 

.  meo  congefli.     AntiqUiHimae  et    longe  graviflimae'  tranflationi  latins 

tantundetn  facile  operas,  dicavi,  quantum  ipfi  textpi  Grseco«^    AcceiTere 

Terfipnis  Cop^icae  et  Armena»,  in  libris  N..  T.  a  MiliiQ  hac  parte  prs^-t 

termifFis,  a  celeberrimo  La  Croze  rogatu  meo  revifis,  «t  multa  aUa  YCfi 

fionmrf  pairunwiue  fupplementa,    Appar.  crit.  p,  65$.  ed,  %\ 
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to  the  coUeftiqn  of  readings  alone.  In  the  fecond  edi- 
tion, Bengel  has  not  paid  lufEcient  attention  to  the  ob- 
jed:ions  of  his  opponents,  and  he  has  let  errors  remain, 
which  they  had  pointed  out ;  for  inftance.  Rev.  xv.  6. 
compared  with  Wetftein*s  Prolegomena,  p^  161.  n,  12, 
But  perhaps  he  would  have  made  more  alterations,  than 
what  he  left  written  in  the  margin  of  his  book,  if  he  had 
lived  to  fuperintend  the  new  edition  himfelf. 

I  cannot  conclude  the  account  of  Bengel's  edition, 
without  mentioning  the  principal  perfons  who  wrote 
againft  him;  for  the  attatks,  which  were  made  on  him 
by  the  illiterate,  neither  merited  the  notice  of  Bengel, 
nor  deferve  to  be  mentioned  here.  Wolf  has  in  his 
Cura;  made  feveral  objeftions  to  Bengel  in  refpeft  to  the 
Revelation  of  St.  John,  and  Baumgarten  has  done  the 
fame  in  his  Examen  variantium  ledtionum  in  epiftoU 
Jacobi ;  to  whom  Bengel  has  replied  in  the  fecond  edi- 
tion of  his  Apparatus.  My  father  in  his  Traftatio  critica 
de  variis  ledtionibus  N.  T.  haS  made  feveral  objeAions 
to  the  opinions,  which  Bengel  entertained  of  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  and  he  correfted  feveral  miftakes,  which 
Bengel  had  made  in  regard  to  the  STyriac  verfion.  This 
gave  rife  to  a  controverfy,  which  was  conduced  with 
great  coolnefs,  and  by  no  means  affefted  the  friendfhip 
that  fubfifted  between  the  two  parties.  Whoever  wifties 
to  examine  the  arguments,  which  wete  advanced  on  both 
iides,  may  confult  Bengelii  tradtatio  critica  de  finceritate 
N.  T.  Gr«ci  tuenda,  cum  adfperfis  htc  illic  ab  editore 
Chriftiano  Benedidto  MichaelisannotatiuncuHs.  Hal^, 
1 7^0.  A  warm  adverfary,  and  among  the  warm  adver- 
faries  of  Bengel  by  far  the  moft  able,  was  the  celebrated 
Wetftein.  This  eminent  critic  ufed  frequently  in  the 
latter,  part' of  his  life  to  break  out  in  expreffions  of  vio- 
lence againft  Bengel,  which  he  would  certainly  have  been 
afliamed  to  commit  to  writing ;  but  even  in  his  writings 
he  fpeaksof  him  with  lio  inconfiderabl6  warmth.  Yet 
he  fometimes  cenfures,  where  he  ought  to  have  com- 
mended: for  inftance,  p.  157.  of  his  Prolegomena,  he 
acciifes  Qengel  of  having  in  leveral  inftances  altered  his 

p  g  3  -    opinion  i 
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opinion" ;  as  if  it  were  a  di%race  to  an  author  to  enlarge^ 
his  views  during  the  progrefs  of  his  work,  and  as  if  he 
had  not  done  it  bimfelf  in  the  period  that  elap&d  be-^ 
tween  the  publication  of  bis  firfr  Prolegomena^  2a\^  his 
edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  or  between  the  time, 
when  he  formed  his  original  plan^  and  the  puUkatioii 
of  his  firft  RroIegomenS  What  Wetftein  wrote  againft 
Bengel  is  contained  partly  in  the  Bibliotheque  ifa^fonnee;. 
partly  in  the  Prolegomena  to  the  firft  part  of  his  Greek 
Teftament,  p.  156 — 170.  To  the  objeftions  made  \tt 
the  former,  Bengel  replied  in  his'Defenfio  N.  T.  Grseci 
Tubingse^  editi,  which  was  publiftied  in  1737;  but  I 
know  of  no  reply,  that  has  been  given  to  tjie  objeftions 
made  in  the  latter.  Notwithftapding  the  violence,  which 
Wetftein  has  difolayed  in  Kis  attacks  apon  Bengel,  yet 
he  was  a  man  of  fuch  profound  learning,  thsBt  his  objcc^ 
tions  deferve  to  be  carefully  examined*  They  relate 
either  to  errors  of  judgement,  or  miftakes  in  matters  of 
faft ;  but  the  number  of  the  latter  is  fo  inconfiderable^ 
that  the  credit  of  Bengers  coUe&ion  of  i^arious  readings, 
in  point  of  acciiracy,  has  rather  gainrf  than  loft  by  the 
controverfy.  Every  man  engaged  in  a  work  of  coMder- 
able  extent  is  expofed  to  the  danger  of  error,  and,  though 
I  have  never  examined  the  quotations  of  Wetftein  with 
the  fame  attention,,  as  he  has  done  thofe  of  Bengel,  I 
could  eafily  prodiuce  a  greater  number  of  miftakes  front 
Wetftcin's  edition,  than  Wetftein  has  produced  from  that 
of  Bengel. 

15^  I  come  now  to  the  celebrated  edition  of  John 
James  Wetftein,  which,  of  all  tlie  editions  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  is  the  moft  important,  and  the  moft  necef- 
fary  to  thofe^  who  are  eng?iged  in  facred  criticifm.  Of 
the  exegitieal  ufe ,  of  this  edition  I  have  ti^eated  above> 
in  the  laft  feftionof  the  fourth  chapter  r  at'prefent  I  fhall 
confine  myfelf  to  the  criticafpart  of  it,^  and  confider  it 
only  in  reference  to  the  text  pf  the  Greek  Teftament,. 
and  its  varioias  readings^    The  reader  will  excufe  my 

.  prolixity 

^^j^on  inaturi  judieil  eft,  fed  inconftanSJse  et  levitsitis  fpeciem  p^raebc^ 
^uod  Bengeliys  in  altero  Prodromo  a  priore'  longe  rccefllt,,  Uz* 
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prolixity  on  this  Ibbjeft,  not  only  beoauie  Welftein^s 
edition  is  of  the  utmoft  importance,  but  becaufe  its  cri-. 
tical  merits,  during  fome  time  after  its  publication,  were 
not  thoroughly  underftood.  It  was  impoffible  from  the 
nature  of  the  work  itfelf,  that  the  reviewers,  who  no- 
ticed it  in  their  literary  journals  on  its  firft  appearance, 
fliduld  hive  fufficient  knowledge  pf  the  fubjeft  5  and  no- 
thing lefs  than  the  conftant  ufe  of  it  during  many  years 
could  enable  us  to  fpeak  with  any  tolerable  precifion  of  a 
work,  which  contains  a  much  greater  number  of  read- 
ings, than  the  edition  by  Mill,  (though  he  had  given 
already  thirty  thou fand)  andwhich,inconfequenceof  the 
numerous  authorities,  by  which  the  various  readings  are 
fiapported,  contains  above  a  million  of  quotations. 

Though  it  feems  ufelefs  to  inquire,  whether  a  col- 
lector of  various  readings  is  orthodox,  or  heterodox^ 
lince  the  one  may  have  as  good  eyes,  as  deep  learning, 
and  as  much  honefty,  as  the  other  5  yet  in  the  cafe  of 
Wetftein,  it  is  neceffary  to  take  fome  notice  of  his  re- 
ligious opinions.  For  if  he  afted  unfairly  in  concealing 
his  fentiments  on  points  of  religion,  a  fufpicion  might 
arife  that  he  aded  alfo  unfairly  in  the  ftatement  of  his 
evidence  for  the  various  readings  of  the  Greek  Tcfta- 
ment.  This  fubjeft  is  really  ofgreat  importance,  for  as 
a  third  part  perhaps  of  the  manufcripts,  which  he  quotes, 
have  been  collated  by  no  one  but  himfelf,  he  is  fo  far 
our  only  evidence,  and  we  mull  rely  entirely  on  his  au- 
thority,^ It  may  be  aiked  then,  i*^  Whether  he  has 
<juoted  his  manufcripts  either  falfely  or  imperfe&ly,  in 
order  toeftablifh  his  own  religious  opinions?  ri'*'^,  whe- 
ther his  diligence  and  accuracy  have  been  fuch,  that  we 
may  at  all  times  depend  upon  them*'  ? 

The  firft  of  thefe  queftions  1  fliould  make  no  fcruple  . 
to  anfwer  in  the  negative,  and  to  pronounce  that  Wet- 
ftein in  his  charadtcr  of  a  critic  is  perfeftly  honeft.  For 
in  the  principal  paflages.  of  the  New  Teftament  relative 
to  the  Divinity  of  Chrift,  in  which  nl)  various  reading 
had  been  quoted  by  former  critics,  Wetftein  has  likewile 
produced  none  j  though  many  of  the  adverfaries  of  that 

G  g  4  dodbrine 


471  Ediii0is  of  tie  Gr.  Tejamenf^      chap,  xiu 

.  •       •        ' 

do&rine  have  endeavoured  to  help  tb^mfelves  by  critical 
.conjecture.  The  two  paflages,  to  which  I  allude,  are 
John  i.  I.  and  Rom.  ix.  5.  in  which  a  pious  zeal  might 
have  induced  a  critic^  who  was  not  an  impartial  lover  oi 
.the  truths  to  have  confirmed  the  two  conjedures  of  the 

Socinians,  x«*  ^m  ny  0  Xeyo^^  and  dy  0  ivi  vxrrmw  d'lK,  by 

quoting  falfe  evidence  in  its  favour;  but  Wetftein  is  per- 
fedtly  free  from  this  reproach,  and  the  foundnefs  of  his  cri- 
tical judgement  induced  himtoreje6teventheconjeftures 
themfelves.     But  his  explanation  *  of  the  two  psdl^es  is 
^partial  in  a  very  high  degree ;  and  in  the  lad  paflage  he 
.has  niade  ufe  of  a  finefle,  that  is  inconfiftent  with  honour 
and  intejgrity,  in  placing  his  explanation,  not  among 
the  notes  at  the  bottom  of  the .  page^  to  which  it  pro-' 
.perly  belongs,  but  among  the  various  readings *°.    This 
is  all  that  can  be  laid  to  his  charge;  ajid  if  he  has  given 
no  ^Ife  quotations  in  paflages,  where  he  had  points  of 
doftrine  to  eftablifh,  we  have  no  reafon  to  fufpeft  him 
in  paffages  of  lefs  importance. 

With  refpeft  to  the  fecond  queftion,  whether  WeU 
ftein  has  been  fufficiently  diligent  and  accurate  in  col- 
Jating  his  manufcripts^  and  in  his  edition  of  the  Greek 
.Teftament  in  general,  it  will  appear  from  the  examples, 
'  which  I  Ihall  produce,  that  we  have  lefs  reafon  to  pro- 
nounce 

a  *  God  who  is  over  all  be  blefled'for  evcr^'  is  the  explanation  of  Wet^ 
ilein,  who  underflands  it  not  of  Chrift  but  of  the  Father  j  and  in  Support 
of  his  explanation  quotes  feveral  paffages  frbm  the  fathers,  who  deny  that 
^*  iTTi  vttrraav  &e0c  relates  to  Chrift.  He  quotes  alio  the  celebrated  paflage  o( 
Julian,  Tov  ya9  lfirt»  mm  nai/Xo;  mhfMff-a  tvma  dtWy  wn  M«t)&«mc>  wrt  Mapuf, 

«^^'  e  XP^^  ivami.  He  concludes  therefore  that  both  Julian,  and  ^e  fa- 
thers, whom  he  quotes,  muft  have  explained  this  paffage  in  a  manner  dif- 
ferent from  that  in  which  we  explain  it.  Now  this  proof  amounts  to  no- 
thing} for  though  the  evidence  of  Julian,  as  well  as  that  of  the  fathers, 
is  of  importance,  when  the  queftion  relates  to  the  readings  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  becaufe  their  authenticity  rauft  be  determined  by  the  force  o(, 
^evidence;  yet  their  explanation  of  a  paffage,  and  efpccially  that  giVen  by 
Julian,  caimot  be  admitted  in  determining  a  point  of  fimple  criticifm. 
Wetftein  therefore  makes  ufe  of  the  diflioneft  fineffe  of  quoting  explana- 
tions  among  his  Variae  le^iones,  which  muft  be  determined  notby  ofy-:. 
nion?,  but  by  facts. 
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nounce  him  faultlefs,  than  in  regard  to  the  firfl:  quef- 
tion. 

W,etftein*s  Greek  Teflament  was  publiflied  at  Am- 
Herdam  in  1751  and  1752,  in  two  volumes  folio.  I 
will  divide  the  defcription  of  it  into  three  heads,  -  i .  The 
JProiegomena*  .  2.  The  text,  with  the  propofed  altera- 
tions of  the  editor.  3.  The  colle<9:ion  of  various  read- 
mgs. 

He  firft  publiflied  his  Prolegomena  in  1730,  at  Am- 
fterdam,  in  4*%  without  mentioning  his  name,  under 
.the  following  title  :  Prolegomena  ad  N.  T.  Grseci  edi- 
tionem  accuratiffimam  e  vetuftiffimis  codicibus  MSS. 
denuoprocurandum :  in  quibusagitur  de  codicibus  MSS« 
N.  T.,  fcriptoribus  Graecis,  qui  N.  T«  ufi  fuerunt,  ver- 
iionibus  veteribus,  editionibus  prioribus,  et  Claris  inter* 
pretibus ;  et  proponuntur  animadverfiones  et  cautiones 
ad  examen  variarum  leftionum  N.  T-  neceffarias.  Thefc 
Prolegomena  were  afterv^'ards  printed  with  his  Greek, 
Teftament,  with  feveral  alterations.  For  the  arrange* 
ment  is  different,  many  important  paragraphs  are  added, 
and  the  opinions,  which  the  author  had  entertained,  are 
in  fome  places  changed.  This  is  highly  commendable* 
The  m^nufcripts,  which  were  divided  in  the  firft  edition 
of  his  Prolegomena  into  feveral  claffes,  according  to 
their  antiquity,  and  the  charafters,  in  which  they  are 
written,  are  in  the  fecond  edition  divided  into  only  two 
clafles,  thofe  in  the  firft  clafs  being  denoted  by  letters, 
thofe  in  the  fecond  by  figures ;  the  arrangement  of  the 
manufcripts  in  each  clafs  is  likewife  different.  This 
renders  it  difficult  to  find  in  the  firft  edition  a  manu- 
fcript  deibribed  in  the  fecond,  which  is  fometimes  necef- 
fary ;  and  at  the  fame  tipie  excites  a  fufpicion  that  Wct- 
ftein  made  many  miftakes,  in  altering  the  old  marks,  by 
which  he  denoted  his  manufcripts  in  the  firft  edition,  to 
thofe  which  he  adopted  in  the  fecond,  for  in  fo  dry  and 
tedious  an  employment  it  was  almoft  impoffible. to  avoid 
numerous  errors.  And  when  I  cpnfider  that  thefe  ar- 
bitrary figns,  in  which  the  underftanding  is  wholly  un-- 
.employed,  were  to  be  changed  in  feveral  hundred  thou- 

fand 
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fond  inftances,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  alteration  muft 
have  produced  a  great  number  of  errata,  not  only  in  the^ 
Prolegomena,  but  alfo  among  the  various  readings.  Per- 
haps thofe  who  were  perfonally  acquainted  with  Wetftein, 
and  knew  his  method  of  proceeding,  might  communi- 
cate fome  information,  that  would  do  away  our  appre- 
heniions  on  this  fubjeA ;  and  it  is  principally  with  this 
view,  .that  I  have  mentioned  it  at  prefent,  becaufe  of 
the  fame  doubts  arofe  a  hundred  years  hence,  it  might 
be  impoffible  to  obtain  a  fatisfaftory  anfwer*'. 

No  man  will  deny  that  Wetfiein's  Prolegomena  dif- 
cover  profound  erudition,  critical  penetration,  and  an 
intimate  acquaintance  with  the  Greek  manufcripts.  It 
is  a  work,  which  in  many  refpeAs  has  given  a  new  turn 
to  facred  criticifm,  and  no  man  eng^ed  in  that  ftudy 
can  difpenfe  with  it.  Wherever  Wetftein  has  delivered 
his-  fentiments  refpefting  a  Greek  manufcript,  which  he 
has  done-  lefs  frequently  than  Mill,  and  indeed  lefs  fre 
quently  than  we  could  have  wi(hed,  he  (hews  himfelf 
an  experienced  and  fagacioiis  critic.  He  is  likewifc  more 
concife  than  Mill,  in  dcHvering  his  opinion,  and  does  not 
fupport  it  by  producing  fo  great  a  number  of  readings 
from  the  manufcript  in  queftion.  This  concifeneft  is 
the  confequence  of  that  warmth  and  haftcj'^hich  were 
peculiar  to  Wetftein'is  character,  and  which  have  fome- 
times  given  birth  to  miftakes.  The  fire  of  his  difpofition 
was  likewife  the  caufe  of  his  advancing  conjectures,  in 
regard  to  the  hiftory  of  his  manufcripts,  which  exceed 
.  the  bounds  of  probability.  But  the  critical  rules,  which 
he  has  delivered,  are  perfedtly  juft ;  and  in  this  refpeft 
there  is  a  remarkable  agreement  between  him  and  his 
eminent  predeceflbrs.  Mill  and  ^engel.  In  regard  to  the 
Latin  verlion  alone  they  appear  to  differ,  which  in  Mill 
and  Bengal  has  powerfu),  and,  perhaps,  partial  advo- 
cates, but  in  Wetftein  a  fevere  and  (agacious  judge,  who 
fometimes  condemns  it  without  a  caufe.  The  Greek 
manufcripts,  which  confirm  the  readings  of  the  Vulgate, 
and  which  he  fuppofed  had  been  corrupted  from  it,  he 
of  courfe  condemned  with  equ^  feverify :  and  fome  col- 

leftions 
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ledtions  of  various  readings,  which  had  been  made  by 
catholics,  he  made  no  fcruple  to  pronounce  a  forgerjv 
ikying,  *  Timed  Danaos,  et  dona  ferentes/  But  in  confe- 
quence  of  his  antipathy  to  the  Vulgate,  his  colleftion 
of  various  reading?  is  lefs  perfeft,  than  it  might  have 
been. 

Dr.  Semler  deferves  the  thanks  of  the  public,  for  hav- 
ing publiftied  in  an  odlavo  volume  the  Prolegomena  of 
Wetftein,  and  enriched  them  with  his  own  notes.  He 
is  lefs  inimical  to  the  readings  of  the  Vulgate  than  Wet- 
ftein, and  the  c^pofition,  which  the  reader  will  find  be- 
tween the  text  and  the  notes,  will  enable  him  to  exa- 
mine the  queftion  on  both  fides,  and  therefore  bring 
him  nearer  to  the  truth. 

It  was  Wetftein's  original  intention  to  print  the  text 
of  his  Greek  Teftament  from  the  Qodex  Alexandrinus, 
for  in  the  early  part  of  his  life  he  fubfcribed  to  the  gene- 
ral opinion,  in  regard'to  the  fuppofed  uncommon  excel* 
Icnce  of  this  manufcript.  But,  as  his  prcj  udice  in  favour 
of  it  abated^,  he  abandoned  his  deffgn,  which  was  before 
he  quitted  Bafel.  His  adverfaries  accufed  him  of  fickle- 
nefs  on  this  account ;  but  he  ougjit  rather'to  be  com-^ 
mended  for  having  difcovered  errors  in  his  former  opi- 
nions, and  acknowledging  them  to  the  public.  He  was 
afterwards  the  very  perlbn,  through  whom  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus  loft  fo  rftuch  of  its  credit ;  but  perhaps  he 
went  too  far  in  depreciating  this  manufcript,  becaufe  it 
has  readings  which  agree  with  the  Latin  verfions. 

Having  given  up  the  defign  of  printing  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  he  refolved  to  eftabliih  a  tt-^t  formed  oa 
the  authority  of  the  moft  ancient  and  moft  valuable  ma^ 
jiufcripts.  It  is  probable,  as  will  appear  in  the  fequel^ 
that  the  alterations,  which  he  would  have  made  in  the 
common  text,  would  not  have  been  very  confiderable  : 
but,  as  he  was  fufpefted  of  entertaining  Socinian  prin- 
ples,  and  the  world  might  have  fuppofed  that  hrs  chief 
objeft  was  to  propagate  hb  own  religious  opinions,  it 
was  requefted,  if  1  miftake  not,  by  the  Arminians  them- 
felves^  that  he  would  make  no  alterations  wliatfoever. 
-     •  '  This 


476  Editions  of  the  Or.  Teftament.       chap.  xii» 

This  advice  he  very  prudently  followed,  and  printed  the 
text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  as  it  (lands  in  the  common 
editions,  under  the  title  Novurh  Teftamentum  Graecum 
cditionis  recepta.  The  alterations,  which  he  intended 
to  have  made,  he  pointed  out  partly  in'  the  text  itfelf 
by  a  mark  denoting  a  propoied  omiiiion,  partly  in  the 
fpace  which  is  between  the  text  and  the  various  read- 
ings, in  which  he  noted  thofe  readings,  which  he  pre- 
ferred to  the  conunon  text*  The  number  of  thefe  pro- 
pofed  alterations  is  very  moderate,  and  they  are  always 
fupported  by  good  authority.  I  have  often  wondered 
therefore  that  Wetftein  is  fuch  an  advocate  for  critical 
conjedkure,  as  he  has  never,  preferred  a  reading,  that  refts 
upon  conje&ure  without  the  evidence  of  a  manufcript, 
to  that  of  the  common  text. 

It  W4S  reafonable  to  fuppofe,  that  he  would  not  be  wholly 
impartial  in  the  paffages,  which  relate  to  the  divinity  of 
Chrift.  But  he  has  in  no  inftaace  gone  fo  far,  as  to 
alter  a  reading  from  conjedure,  though  in  paffages,  in 
which  various  readings  could  be  found,  he  has  chofen 
that,  from  which  no  proof  can  be  drawn  of  the  dodtrine 
in  queftion*  The  celebrated  paflE^e  i  John  v.  7.  he  be- 
lieved to  be  fpurious,  for  which  he  has  affigned  his  rea- 
fbns  at  full  length  :  and  I  believe  that  in  this  point  he 
was  not  miftaken.  But  he  is  not  tote  defended  in  pre- 
ferring T«  Ku^i»  to  T8  @C8,  Adts  XX,  28.  and  6  tpavtca^yi  to 

^io^  fpavif«8»i,  I  Tim.  iii.  16.  the  common  reading  of 
which  two  paffages  is  defended  by  Baumgarten,  in  his 
Vindiciae  vocis  Sioj,  i  Tim.  iii.  16.  and  by  Ernefti  in  his 
'  Specimen  caftigationum  Wetftenii^*. 
'  The  alterations,  which  Wetftein  propofed,  have  been 
jeceived  into  the  text  of  an  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
inent  publilhed  by  Bowyer,  the  learned  printer,  under 
the  following  title :  Novum  Teftamentum  Grsecum  ad 
•fidem  Grcecorum  folum  codicum  MSS.  nunc  primum 
expreffum,  adftiputante  Joanne  Jacobo  Wetftenio,^juxta 
fediones  Jo.  Alberti  Bengelii  divifum^  et  nova  inter- 
pundione  fsepius  illuftratum.  Acceffere  in  alt^ro  volu- 
minecmendationesconjedurales  virorum  doftorum  un- 

.     ,  decUnque 
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decunquc  colledfcae.  Londini,  curS,  typis  et  fumptibus 
G.  B.  1763.  The  words,  which  he  propofed  to  omit, 
without  fubftrtuting  others  in  their  ftead,  are  retained  in 
this  edition,  but  inclofed  in  brackets.  In  the  feCond 
volume,  p.  464^ — 475.  is  a  catalogue  of  thofe  readings 
adopted  by  Wetftein,  which  differ  from  the  text  of  MiJl*s 
edition^  or,  which  is  the  fame  thing,  the  third  edition 
of  Robert  Stephens.  If  we  except  the  book  of  Revela- 
tion, in  which  the  alterations  are  fo  numerous,  that 
Bowyer  fias  not  included  them  in  his  catalogue,  they 
amount  to  only  three  hundred  and  thirty-four,  which  is 
a  very  mbderate  number,  when  we  confider  that  many 
of.  them  relate  to  niceties  of  no  great  importance,  and 
that  many  of  the  reft  are  found  in  other  editions.  It 
may  be  obferved,  that  Bowyer  has  neglefted  to  note  in 
this  catalogue  i  John  v.  7.  which  Wetftein  rejefted  as 
Ipurious,  but  in  the  text  itfelf  he  has  not  neglefted  to 
include  it  in  brackets. 

Wetftein's  coUeftion  of  various  readings,  which  to  a, 
critic  is  the  mofl:  valuable  part  of  his  publication,  far 
furpaffes  the  coUeftions  of  Mill  and  Bengel:  and  Wet- 
ftein has  not  only  produced  a  much  greater  quantity  of 
matter  than  his  predeceflbrs,  but  has  like  wife  corre^ed 
theit  miftakes.  The  extrafts  from  manufcripts,  verfions, 
and  printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  had 
been  quoted  by  Mill,  are  generally  "^  quoted  by  Wetftein. 
^  Whenever  Wetftein  had  no  new  extrafts  from  the  raa- 
ntini'Kpts  quoted  by  Mill,  or  had  no  opportunity  of  exa- 
:  mining  them  himfelf,  he  copied  literally  from  Mill ;  but 
wherever  Mill  has  quoted  from  printed  editions,  as  from 
the  margin  of  Robert  Stephens's  for  inftanee,  or  from 
the  London  Polyglot,  Wetftein  did  not  copy  from  Mill, 
but  went  to  the  original  fource,  as  appears  from  bis  hav- 
ing corrected  many  iniftakes  in  Mill's  quotations.  It 
were  to  be  wiflied  however  that  Wetftein  had  examined 
every  quotation  made  by  Mill,  and  had, retained  every 
thing,  which  he  found  to  be  accurate*    For  it  is  certain 

.that 

•  I  fay  generally  quttted*  betaufc*  it  VjH  appear  ill  thcTcqiael  that  Wetr 
j^in  lias  not  done  it  alv'ays.. 
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that  Wetftein  has  omitted  many  of  Mill's  quotations^  in 
which  it  does  not  appear  that  Mill  was  miflaken ;  and 
pf  fome  of  them  I  can  confidently  afiert,  from  my  own  ex-r 
perience^  that  they  are  perfe^ly  right.  TheBarberini  and 
Veleiian  readings  Wetftein  has  defignedly  omitted  ;  and 
the  Vulgate  he  has  quoted  leis  frequently  than  Mill,  as 
alfo  fome  other  veriions,  and  the  works  of  the  fathers, 
JSven  the  Greek  manufcripts,  which  he  himfelf  collated. 
he  has  often  negle&ed  to  quote  for  rq^ings^  which  Mil] 
had  produced  froni  the  fame  manufcripts  '*  I  will  not 
deny  that  in  moft  of  thefe  inftan(:es  Mill  might  have 
been  miftaken,  and  that^et^ein  omitted  his  quotations 
becaufe  they  were  erroneous^  But  is  it  not  pebble  thaf 
Wetftein  hiqilelf  was  fometimes  miftaken^  and  that  he 
overlooked  readings^  which  Mill  had  accui^tely  quoted? 
\Vetftein  had  fo  muck  fire  in  his  chara^er>  tliat  he  could 
hardly  avoid  bein^  (ometimes  too  precipitate :  and^  .as 
it  will  appear  from  the  examples  which  I  (hall  produce, 
that  he  collated  in  a  negligent  manner,  it  is  reafonable 
to  conclucje  that  as  Mill  was  often  mi(Uken  on  the  one 
hand,  fo  Wetftein  was  not  feldom  miftaken  oa  the  othe#. 
It  would  have  been  of  great  fervice,  if  in  thoi^  cafeSt  in 
which  Wetftein  omits  wha(  Mill  had  quoted,  lie  had 
made  ufeof  fome  mark  to  denote  that  Mill  was  miftaken. 
We  (hould  then  b^  certain  whether  he  omitted  a  read- 
mg  by  accident  or  defign,  apd  ihould  readily  give  credit 
to  his  declan^tion ;  l^ut  fmce  he  has  ufed.no  iiich  ixiarkt 
I  know  of  no  other  method  of  deterpiining  tl^e  queftion 
with  any  accuracy^  than  to  Aiake  a  coUe^ion  of  all  the 
readings  in  Mill'^  Greek  Teftament,  which  are  omitted 
in  that  of  Wetftein,  and  to  have  recourfe  tp  the  original 
docunoients,  from  which  they  are  quoted,  io  order- to  de« 
l^fipine,  whether  they  are  adually  there,  or  not ^. 
The  readings  which  Mill  had  quoted  from  printed 

^itions. 

f  Sec  my  Curx  in  Aft^s  Apoilolorum  Syriacos,  %  vii.  in  the  remarks 
pn  A^s  vU.  29.  xii.  14.  xiii,  |,  xvi.  22.  37.  xviii.  8.  xix.  18.  2rf*  xxi» 
21.    To  which  I  will  add  another  inftinpe,  Luke  3fxJv.  18.  where  he  has 
?jegle6led  to  quote  the  various  rcading>  »$  for  w,  on  which  Bengtl  voxj  ^ 
be  confulted.    Here  then  Wetftein  is  hardly  Xq  bft  defended  ^^ 
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editions,  ancient  verlions,  and  the  works  of  the  fathers, 
have  been  corrcfted  by  Wetftein  where  they  were,  erro^* 
neous,  and  augmented  where  they  were  deficient.  He 
was  likewife  the  firft  who  gave  extrafts  from  the  Philoxe- 
nian  Syriac  verfion  ^  and  the  extradfcs,  which  Bengel  firft 
produced  from  feveral  Greek  manufcripts,  he  has  taken 
into  his  own  colle&ion ;  but  here  he  has  been  guilty  of 
ieveral  omii]^oas,  for  inftance  a  reading  in  Luke  xxiv.  1 8. 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  note  %  Many  Greek  ma- 
nufcripts,  which  had  been  imperfeftly  collated,  he  ci^I- 
lated  anew,  or  procured  frefti  extracts  from  his  literary 
friends ;  and  he  has  procured  extrafts  from  a  very  great 
l^timber,  which' before  his  time  had  never  been  collated. 
Nor  has  he  neglefted  to  quote  the  critical  conjeftures  of 
others,  though  he  has  not  ventured  to  make  any  him- 
felf,  or  to  inlert  in  the  text  thofe  which  had  been  made 
by  others**.  In  (hort,  .he  has  performed  more  than  all 
his  predeceffors  put  together.  But  whether  Wetftein 
has  collated  his  manufcnpts  with  fuificient  accuracy^  and 
negkded  nothing  worthy  of  notice,  is  a  queftion  that 
4e(erves  to  be  examined.  Thofe  onJy,  who  reiide  where 
the  manuffcripts  |hemfelves  are  preferved,can  decide  with 
any  certainty  upon  this  fubjeftj  but  if  we  may  conclude 
from  the  AaX^p  which  are  adually  in  our  hands,  the  ma- 
nufcripts  ftand  in  Aee^  of  a  frefh  epilation.  I  will  quote 
fome  examples,  iii  which  I  have  found  Wetftein  (jlefec- 
tive  in  his  extradis  from  printed  editions,  ancient  ver- 
fions,  and  the  works  of  the  fathers^  ' 

He  cenfures,  in  his  Prolcgonaena,  p.  109.  the  quota- 
tions which  Mill  had  made  froin  the  Syriac  verfion.  Now 
as  Mill  was  unacquainted  with  Syriac,  and  Wetftein  un- 
derftood  the  language,  one  might  liaturally  expeft  to 
find  in  his  edition  the  mpft  complete  ei^tra^s.  But  \ 
would  recommend  to  my  readers  to  confult  on  this  fub^ 
jedt  the  Cura?  in  Adtus  Apoftolorum  Syriacos,  §  13.  It 
will  there  appear, 

I.  That  Wetftein  has  omitted  many  remarkable  read- 
ings of  the  Syriac  verfion,  though  not  fo  many  as  Mill, 

who 
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•         • 

who  has  omitted  them  by .  hundreds^  in  oist  and  the 
fame  book. 

2«  That  Wetftein  haseveit  otbitted  readings  of  the 
Syriac  verfion,  whicli  Mill  had  accurately  quoted :  for 
snftance,  Afts  ii.  15..  xiv;  j  j,  xxiii.  9*'..  I  will  add. at 
prefent  two  other  exaoqiks.  The  words  of  the  Syriac 
tranflator  A&s  viii.  21.  are  }}ai  |(£aj2cuoio>  >as  if  he  had 
found  in  the  Greek  copy,  from  which  he  granilated,  tt-rf 
otrii  TdiuTn,  inflead  of  th^  common  reading  c»  t»  Uy^ 
V^^i  and,  as  the  fame  reading  is  expreffed  in  the  Arabic 
verfion  publiihed  by  Erpeiiius,  it  mud  have  been  a  very 
early  reading  of  the  Syriac  verfion*  Mill  rightly  quoted 
^  #imI<  xX9if Of  IV  Tt}  isThTti  ra^nj^ .  Syr.  Ambrofius ;  and  tt  rf 

>»7u  T8T^,  nSi  xAnf  oc  «v  t^  v^rtk  taurrf.     Conftit*  ApoftoU 

L»  VL  cap.  7."  But  ail  thij  is  omitted  by  Wetftein. 
In  another  diiHcult  paflage,  A£b.viii*'26;  he  quotes  the 
Syriac  verfion  inaccurately»  f^yi^g  that;  it  onlits  mi-rn  iof 
f(iV*of,  which  it  does  npt,  far  it.expreifes  *  on  the  dcfert 
way,  which  leadeth.from.  Jerufalem:to  Gaza*^V  If  be 
has  adted  as  negligently  in  r e^d  to  hj^  Greek  manu* 
fcripts,  moft  of  which  he  had.bnly  aihort  tin^  in  W$ 
hands,  we  muft  conclude  that: in  many  of  thofe  examples* 
in  which  Wetftein  h^s.  tacitly  omitt^'Avhat\Mill  had 
quoted,  ,tb3^  the  iault.  i$  not  on  the  'fide  of  MiU^  but  of 
Wetftein.  .  ^\  _  :..     ^ 

To  collate  thq  New  Syriac  Verfion, :  Wetftein  took  a 
journey  to  Epgjand.  We  are  indebted  to  him  for  the 
pains  which  he  has^taken ;  and,  as  he  did  not  under- 
take to  g^ve  .complete  es^tra^  from  it, Ave  muft  be  fatif- 
fied  with  .what  he  aftuajily  performed*  .  But  Ridly  has 
obferved,  that  even  of  thefe  ejct rafts,  as  well  from  the 
text,  as  from  the  margin,  many  arc  inaccurate*^. 

I  havQ  obferved  above,  that  Wetftein's  quotations  firom 
the  Vulgate  are  very  incomplete,  .  It  is  true  that  he  was 
no  friend  to. the  Latm  verfion,  but  though  he  had  a 
right  to  pafs  judgement  upon  a  reading,  after  he  had 
pvoduced  the  evidence  On  both  fides,  yet  impartiality  re- 
quired that  he  fliould  leave  no  evidence.  unhe?ird>  what- 

evqr 
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ever  opinion  he  himfelf  entertained  of  it.  He  has  omitted 
the  various  reading  of  the  Vulgate  iTrn^octrtv  for  f ttAtij wo-si/, 
Afts  v»  3.  though  it  is  n'oticed  by  many,  even  among  the 
commentators.  Another  inftance  is  Aftsiii.  19.  ottw;  ai» 
£A6«(n  xa»f  0*,  where  we  find  in  the  Vulgate  ut  cum  vene- 
rint  tempora :  the  Greek  manufcript  therefore,  from 
which  that  verfion  was  made,  muft  have  had  im^  inftead 
of  av  ^°.  Now  if  i(x,i  were  the  genuine  reading,  it  would 
alter  the  whoje  conftrudtion ;  for  the  words,  *  that,  when, 
the  times  of  refrefhing  are  come,'  would  then  form  a 
protalis,  and  the  words  *  he  Ihall  fend  Jefus  Chrifti*  the 
apodofis  ^ :  though  this  is  not  the  conflruftion  of  the 
"Vulgate,  which  in  this  paflage  is  devoid  "of  meaning. 
Tertullian  has  'ut  fuperveniant;'  the  Latin  verfion  there- 
fore, which  he  ufed,  muft  have  been  made  by  a  tranf- 
lator,  who  joined  ai>  to  tAfiwo-i,  and  read  oruq  ayfAO«<r*. 
.The  Codex  Cantabrigienfis  has  ottw^  £ir£x6«(r*i/,  .which  is 
tranflated  from  the  Latin  fuperveniant  '*.  Now  of  thefe 
readings,  Wef  ftein  quotes  only  that  of  the  Codex  Can- 
tabrigienfis, though  Mill  has  quoted  ut  cum  .from  the 
Vulgate^',  and  ut  from  Tertullian.  The  other  example 
is  I  Cor.  xii.  1 1.  where  feveral  authorities  omit  ih».  Now 
it  is  true,  that  Wetftein  has  taken  notice  of  the  omif* 
fion ;  but  he  has  neglefted  to  mention  that  among  thefe 
authorities  are  the  Syriac  and  the  Vulgate^*.  This  neg- 
left  is  the  more  inexcufable,  as  it  is  not  only  mentioned 
by  Mill  and  Bengel,  but  Wetftein^imfelf  quotes  Beza 
as  having  approved  of  the  omiflion  of  »^»a ;  and  Beza,  in 
the  note,  to  which  he  alludes,  fays  Vetus  interpres  non 
legit,  ut  nee  Syrus  nee  Arabs  interpres,  ut  mihi  plane 
videatur  horum  duorum  ih»  et  cxary  unum  effe  alterius 
^lofl^ema. 

Of  Wetftein's  imperfedt  extracts  from  the  Arabic  and 

Ethiopia 

<l  iLttt  t^efore  «9r«r&i?v»f  would  make  the  apodoHsy  and  be  a  H^bfalfm ; 

It  is  true  that  this  reading  is  attended  with  grammatical  difficulties,,  and 
I  do  not  believe  that  is  the  true  reading ;  yet  it  deferved  to  be  noted,  as  it  is 
not  irapoffible  that  mv  might  be  found  in  Greek  msmuicdptSi  if  they  were 
accurately  examined* 

Vox.  II.  JHh 
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Ethiopic  vcrfions,  and  of  }iis  neglefting  to  quote  from 
the  Armenian  verfion  the  remarkable  reading  in  Afts 
vi.  9.  which  I  mentioned  ch.  vik  §  20.  I  take  no  notice, 
becaufe  Wetftein  did  not  collate  thefe  verfions  himfelf. 
See  his  Prolegomena,  p.  11 1.  and  Vol.  II.  p.  454. 

But  I  cannot  pals  over  an  example,  in  which  Wetftein 
has  not  only  neglecfled  to  quote  what  Erafmus  had  affert- 
ed  of  f  jme  Latin  manufcripts,  but  has  quoted  the  Syriac 
verfion  inaccurately,  though  it  is  a  paflage  which  parti- 
cularly deferves  the  attention  of  a  critic.  It  is  Afts  vii.  43* 
where  the  martyr  Stephen  quotes  from  the  prophet  Amos 
fifT&iX(c<;  v/xo^c  tTTixdj/x  BxivXmo^y  a  reading,  which  differs 
both  from  the  Hebrew  and  the  Septuagint.  Now  Eraf- 
.  mus,'in  his  note  to  this  paflage,  fays,  in  nonnuUis  exem- 
plaribus  reperi  mutatum  trans  in  /;/.  Wetftein  has  taken 
no  notice  of  this,  which  however  is  not  a  very  material 
fault,  becaufe  the  printed  editions  gf  the  Vulgate  have 
trans ;  and  it  fliews  only  that  Wetftein's  extrafts  from 
Erafmus  are  incomplete.  In  the  fame  place  he  likewife 
neglefts  to  mention  what  Mill  had  quoted  from  the 
Ethiopic  verfion,  and  Wechel's  edition  >  in  the  former  of 
vdiich  the  whole  reading  is  omitted,  and  in  the  latter,  for 

f^cx£iva  BaCuXujfOiy  IS  kTnxayx  Accf/.oca'Kit^^ ,      And  inftead  of 

quoting  thefe  authorities,  which  he  ought  not  to  have 
neglefted,  he  has  quoted  the  Syriac  verfion,  which  he 
ought  to  have  omitted,  becaufe  it  does  not  differ  from 
the  common  Greek.  The  Syriac  is  \W^  ^  Waw!:^,  which 
cxaftly  correfponds  to  t-mnum  B«6uA«>of :  but  Wetftein 
in  his  hurr}^  obfcrved  only  ^,  overlooking  the  important 
word,  Wou^,  which  entirely  alters  the  ferifc,and  has  quoted 
ix  as  the  reading  of  the  Syriac ^^.  And  as  he  has  quoted 
the  fame  reading  from  the  New  Syriac,  it  is  probable 
that  he  is  equally  miftaken  in  regard  to  that  verfion. 
This  is  the  man,  whofe  diligence  and  accuracy  has  been 
fo  extolled,  that,  when  I  took  the  liberty,  in  reviewing 
his  Greek  Teftaitient  in  the  Relationes  de  libris  novis, 
to  cenfure  his  explanation  of  feveral  paflages,  efpecially 
of  fuch  as  relate  to  the  Divinity  of  Chrift,  his  friends 
were  extremely  offended^  and  challenged  me  to  produce 

aiiiigle 
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^  fingle  critical  miftake.  I  confefs,  that  at  that  tiiiie  I 
had  no  idea  of  their  being  fo  numerous ;  nor  did  I  call 
in  queflion  the  accuracy  of  his  various  readings,  till  I 
had  difcovered  fo  many  examples  of  negligence,  which 
have  prefented  themfelves  unfought^*. 

The  fame  negligence  is  obfervable  in  Wefl:ein*s  quo- 
tations from  the  fathers.  I  would  not  infill  that  a  col- 
lector of  various  readings  (hould  pafs  over  none,  that  are 
found  in  the  works  of  the  fathers.:  but  we  may  reafon- 
ably  expeft,  that  he  (hould  omit  none,  which  his  pre- 
deceffors  have  already  quoted,  when  their  quotations  are 
accurate ;  and  that  be  fhould  give  complete  extradts 
from  the  works  of  fuch  fathers  as  have  commented  on 
whole  books  of  the  New  Teftament.  But  Wetftein 
has  done  neither ;  and  even  from  the-  commentary  of 
Theophyladt  on  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  which  he 
boafts  (Vol.  11.  p.  454.)  of  having  accurately  collated, 
he  gives  very  imperfed:  extrafts.  This  was  obferved  by 
Ernefti,  p.  8,  9.  of  his  Specimen  caftigationum  in  Wet- 
ftenii  Novum  Teftamentum  '.  I  can  fpeak  likewife  frohi 
my  own  experience ;  for  having  had  occafion  to  collate 
the  text  of  Theophylaft,  when  I  read  leftures  on  the 
Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  I  compared  it  with  the  extrafts 
which  had  been  given  by  Wetftein,  and  found  them  ex- 
tremely 

'  A6ls  i.  18.  Ron  notavit,  di^hum  autem  erat  notatu,  Laurentium  Si-, 
fantim  ad  Theophylaftum  in  A6la  in  margine  notare,  antiquiifimum  ex- 
emplum,  quo  ufus  fit,  pro  l^axl)0>c  habuifTe  sXeuurs,  quod  efl:  a  >MMl^d»y  bono 
verbo.— Atqui  in  Prolegomenis  ad  Adla,  p.  454.  diferte  tradit  illud  Theo- 
phy]a6li  exemplum,  quod  per  Sifanum  Colonis  curatum  eft,  cum  edi- 
tione  recepta  accurate  fe  contuliflfe.— -Ca^.  ii.  9.  commemorat  conjeflura^ 
Erafmi  Schmidii,  alioriumque  recentiorum  nomen  lu^auvt  tentantium* 
Quid  erat,  quare  negligeret  TertuUiani  et  Auguftini  leftionem,  *  Arme- 
nian!,* quum  non  ut  de  conjeftura,  fed  ut  e  libris  hauftam  ponimt,  du- 
dum  Millio  et  Bengelio  notatam  ?  Quare  non  isJaiay  abefle  in  expmplari- 
bus  Theophylafti  ?i— C^.  xv.  10.  ad  verba  vw  w  n  'afii^aiirt  ^to9,  tradit  Bezoe' 
•t  Bengelio  placere  vocem  ^lev  omitti.  Quanto  grayior  futura  enit  Hiero- 
nymi  nequamquam  tacenda  au6^oritas,  qui  hoc  ipfum  verbum  in  Com- 
ment, in  Epift.  ad  Galat.  y.  i.  omittit,  ita  verba  citans,  *  quid  tentatis, 
inquit,  jugum  imponere  V  quod  notatem  Bengelio  fupina  negligientlli 
praeternuiTttm  eft* 

H  h  2 


-.1 


484  Editions  of  the  Gr.  Teflament^     ,  c  h  a  F .  x  1 1 . 

tremely  defeftivc.  In  the  feven  firft  chapters  aloiie  I 
have  reciarked  thirty *two  readings,  which  Wetftein  has 
omitted  :  he  has  therefore  omitted  nearly  as  many  as 
he  has  quoted.  That  my  readers  may  not  fiippofe  that 
thcfe  thirty-two  readings  relate  merely  tp  trifles,  I  will 
mention  a  few  examples  in  the  note ' :  and  it  is  cer* 
tain  that  Wetftein  himfelf  coftfidered  the  greateft  part 
of  them  as  important,  appears  from  the  circumftance, 

that 

<  Ch.  ii.  2C.  In  die  text  of  Theophyla£^  is  iv  U(im  /av  tcty,  the  fame 
reading  as  is  found  in  the  Greek  Teftament  i  but  Sifanus  has  obferved  in 
his  note  to  this  paiTage,  that  Theophyladl  explains  it  in  his  commentary^ 
as  if  he  had  read  not  lov  but  icn'^K 

■ 

Ch.  iv.  I .'  Theophylaft  has  cf«T«c  rn  i^s,  inflead  of  the  common  read- 
ing, c-famyK  rtt  ii^v.    This  is  unnoticed  by  Wetftein^*. 

Ch.  vii.  4.  Wetftein  has.  thought  proper  to  quote,  from  the  Complu- 
teniian  edition,  and  from  feveral  manufcripts,  a  reading  that  is  really  a 
grammatical  error,  namely  furmuiotv  ^o,  it  js  a  reading  which  gives  no 
fenfe,  if  it  be  followed  by  atmr ;  yet  Wetftein  has  negledled  to  mention 
that  m9r»  is  wanting  in  fome  documents,  though  it  was  obierved  by  Ca* 
jnerarius.  But  what  I  have  to  obferve  at  prefent  is,  that  Theophyla6t  has 
fjarmnatv  without  avt«t,  a  reading  which  is  perfe6tly  tlear  and  accurate, 
yet  omitted  by  Wetftein. 

Ch.  vii.  5.  inftead  of  the  common  reading  tun  r»  dvff/wariy  Theophylafi: 
lias  x«f  TO  rirff/uct,  which  totally  alters  the  fenfe  ^'. 

Ch*  vii.  6..  our  common  editions  have  juu  iexm^ua-m  mm,  x«t  Hmjutantg^a, 
where  there  are  only  two  verbs  •,  but  in  the  correfpondent  paflage  of  the 
Septuagint,  Gen.  xv.  13.  there  are  three  verbs,  xa»  xeuupwo-iv  avro,  xm 
t'«Xtt>r<w-»  avT«c>  *tii  rAmivwi»i¥  tkvrHi,  Theophyla6):  found  Hkewife  three 
^erbs  in  his  Copy  of  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  though  they  are  different 

from  thOfe  in  the  Sept Ua^i at,  jmi   ^vXa^rtfrit*  avir»,  km  ^a^alM-HTit  «rro,  M{ 

Wetftein  is  equally  negligent  in  his  quotations  from  Theophyladl;  Ml 
the  other  books  of  the.  New  Teftament.^. 

'if  Cor.  vii.  16.  n  /i*n  is  a  various  reading  to  n  ^w».  This  is  noted  by  Wet- 
ftein, but  he  has  not  quoted  Theophyla^^,  though  the  Greek  lather  is 
very  diffufe  in  his  account  of  it.  It  is  tme  that  he  itje^s  it  as  fpuriousj 
as  Mill  has  obferved  ^\  , 

I  Cor.viii.  11.  Ttieophyladl  observes  exprefsly,  tUt  Chryfoftom  hat 
•ffi  rf  B^ttn^  inftx^d  of  the  conunon  reading  nc*  tn  ymrti.  It  is  noted  by 
Mill  and  Bengel,  but  omitted  by  Wetftein,  though  th&  reading  is  ancient^ 
is^portantj  and  certainly  quoted  by  Chiy  foftom  *^ 
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that  he  has  quoted  them  from  other  documents.  Wet* 
ftein''s  negligence  is  here  the  more  inexcufable,  as  Sifanus 
has  noted  in  the  margin  thofe  paflages  which  differ 
from  the  common  text  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  If 
then  he  was  fo  negligent,  where  it  was  fo  eafy  to  difcover 
variations,  what  muft  we  exped  *bf  his  extracts  fron; 
6reek  manufcripts  ? 

Wetfkein's  extrafts  from  printed  editions  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  I  have  never  examined,  except  that  I  have 
confulted  the  Complutenfian  edition  for  thofe  readings, 
which  Saubert  quotes  from  the  Codex  Ravianus.  Of 
thefe  I  have  difcovered  fix  that  are  omitted  by  Wetfteia ; 
four  of  them  relate  indeed  to  trifles  of  grammar  only, 
but  the  other  two  relate  to  the  tranfpofition  of  words, 
of  which  Wetftein  has  generally  taken  notice.  I  have 
already  obferved  that  his  extra&s  from  the  Geneva  edi- 
tion of  1620  are  very  imperfedt,  and  in  ten  examples 
totally  falfe :  but  1  will  not  confider  this  as  a  very  ma- 
terial fault,  as  the  edition  of  Geneva  is  not  one  of  the 
principal  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  and  was  per- 
haps for  that  reafon  lefs  accurately  collated  by  Wetflein. 

Of  Wetftein's  extrafts  from  Greek  manufcripts,  which 
he  alone  has  collated,  or  which  he  has  more  fiilly  col- 
lated than  his  predeeeflbrs,  I  am  unable  to  judge,  be* 
caufe  I  have  not  accefs  to  the  manufcripts  themfelves. 
But  if  we  may  judg<i  from  the  examples  tliat  have  been 
given  from  the  Syriac  verfion  and  Theophylaft,  we  fhalj 
not  conclude  that  all  his  quotations  are  accurate,  efpe^- 
cially  from  manufcripts  which  he  collated  only  once,  nor 
accufe  Mill  of  inaccuracy,  where  he  has  quoted  readings 
that  Wetftein  has  totally  omitted. 

Thus  far  I  had  written  in  the  edition  of  1765.  Since- 
that  time  feveral  Paris  manufcripts  have  been  again  con- 
fulted, either  in  fingle  pages,  or  fingle  books.  The  re^ 
fult  of  thefe  inquiries  I  have  given  in  the  Orient.  Bibh 
to  which  I  refer  my  readers  for  further  information  ^  Of 
the  Codex  Coiflianus  199  Wetftein  fays,  contuli  qua 
potui  diligentia :  yet  ProfefTor  Storr  founds  in  the  four 

chapter$ 

*  See  Vol.  IV.  p.  196.  .  Vol.  VI.  p.  7.    Vol.  IX,  Nff  151  »♦. 
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chapters  of  the  book  of  Revelation,  not  lefs  than  fevcn- 
teen  various  readings,  that  Wetftein  had  overlooked. 
Trcfchow  has  likewife  produced  examples  in  his  Tenr 
tamen,  p.  15,  16. ;  but  at  the  fame  time  he  apologizes 
for  Wetftein.  Dr.  Lefs  found  the  manufcripts,  which 
he  examined,  to  have,  been  accurately  cpUated  by  Wet- 
ftein. 

But  a  circumftance  remains  to  be  mentioned,  which 
renders  Wetftein's  quotations  extremely  uncertain.  It 
is  poffible  that  Wetftein  was  not  fafficiently  accurate  in 
arranging  his  quotations  from  manufcripts,  and  other 
documents,  in  proper  order,  and  that  he  placed  in  one 
line,  references  which  belonged  to  another,  a  miftake 
which  might  eafily  have  happened  in  fpite  of  the  utmoft 
care,  where  references  are  made  by  figures".  It  is  like- 
wife  poflible  that  he  was  not  fufficiently  accurate  in  cor- 
'  re&ing  the  work,  as  it  went  through  the  prefs  :  and  if 
the  errors  of  the  compofitor  remained  uncorreftcd,  in  a 
publication  like  that  of  Wetftein*s  Greek  Teftament,  the 
reader  is  led  into  miftakes,  which  it  is  not  in  his  power 
to  amend.  In  other  works,  the  errors  of  the  prefs,  though 
they  are  certainly  defedts,  may  be  detected  from  the  ge- 
neral conneftion ;  and  it  is  poffible  that  feveral  errata 
may  be  found  in  this.  Introduftion,  as  I  have  not  had 
fuificient  time  to  correft  my  own  publications '^  Now 
that  fufficient  care  was  not  beftowed  on  the  correftion  of 
Wetftein's  Greek  Teftament,  is  evident  from  the  inac- 
curacy even  of  the  text  if feif,  where  it  was  infinitely 
caiier  to  deteft  errors,  than  among  the  various  readings. 
At  the  beginning  of  the  Adls  of  the  Apoftles,  the  ad- 
drefs  tf  0fof»Ai  is  .omitted  :  and  in  the  Prolegomena  he 
afcribes  wrong  figures  to  his  marmfcripts,  fo  that  it  is 
difficult  fometimes  to  afcertain  his  meaning  *.  What 
then  muft  we  expcft  in  the  references  among  the  various 
readings  ?  which  aipount  to  above  a  million,  and  where 

the 

■  I  have  taken  notice  of  an  erratum  of  this  kind,  where  30  is  printed 
for  31,  in  the  fixth  feftion  of  the  Chapter  relating  to  the  manufcripts  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  N*  90. 

»  Sec  the  Note  to  N°  61  •  ch,  viii,  §  6.  of  this  Introduaion  ••. 
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the  eye,  and  the  patience  of  the  moft  diligent  corredor 
mufl"  foon  be  weaned,  Befides,  Wetftein  has  increafed 
the  difficulty,  by  quoting  his  manufcripts,  not  by  ab- 
breviations, as  Mill  had  done,  but  by  figures ;  and  even 
thefe  are  different,  in  the  different  parts  of  his  Greek 
Teftament^  The  following  are  inftances  of  inaccuracy, 
which  have  occurred  to  me  in  tlie  courfe  of  my  reading. 
Afts  i.  26.  the  article  i  is  on^itted  in  the  text  before 
xXfjflof,  and  ch.  vii.  39.  u/*wv  is  falfely  printed  for  u/iawv: 
miftakes,  which  create  confufion  in  the  various  readings 
to  thofe  words*^  A6ts  v.  24.  there  is  a  reference  among 
the  various  readirigs,  which  belongs  to  a  different  place, 
Wetftein's  quotation  is,  0  n  itgsvg  xxi  p  r^urnyo^  rs  i£j», 

xxi  01  otsyiMiigJ  01  afX*'f^*^  '^**  •   ffxrmyog   t«  ufts*      Verf. 

Syr.  2  Macc^b.  iii.  22.  Now  the  reference  2  Maccab. 
iii„  22.  belongs  to  the  27^  verfe,  and  fliould  have  been 
noted  not  among  the  various  readings,  but  in  the  notes 
at  the  bottom  of  the  page.  For  in  the  23**  verfe  is 
ufed  the  expreffion  xixXntriAtvoy  tv  -nro^trn  opcr^aAfia,  to  which 
Wetftein  meant  to  produce  a  fimilar  expreffion  from  the 
fecond  book  of  the  Maccabees,  namely,  Aa^o/*aff(r«ir 
jAircL  zrxtrni  oc(r(pA?iux'^.  A(5ls  vii.  29.  the  common  read- 
ing is  i\)  £yiyyn<r£v  uiouf  Svo:  but  as  a  various  reading  to  ou, 
Wetftein  quotes  ka*,  from  his  Codex  28.  Now  this 
muft  be  an  error  of  the  prefs,  for  Codex  28  is  the  Sinai^ 
ticus,  which  Mill  has  not  quoted  for  this  reading :  but 
he  quotes  the  Codex  Covelli  3,  which  is  Wetftein*s  Co- 
defx  26,  And  we  cannot  fuppofe  that  the  fault  Is  on 
the  fide  of  Mill,  from  whom  Wetftein  has  borrowed  his 
cxtrafts  from  thefe  two  manufcripts,  as  appears  from  his 
own  words;  for  he  fays  only  that  he  faw  them,  and 
makes  no  mention  of  having  collated  them  :  *  iftps  co- 
dices vidi  anno  1 7 14  et  1716  *^.* 

Thefe  inaccurricies  have  been  very  materially  aug- 
mented by  Wetftein*s  mode  of  notation,  who  fubfti- 
tuted  letters  and  figures  to  the  abbreviations  which  had 
been  ufed  by  Mill.  Now  if  an  abbreviation  occurs 
above  a  thoufand  times,  and  each  time  a  certain  figure 
}$  to  be  written  for  it,  it  is  almoft*  impofiible  to  avoid 
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fometimes  writing  wrong :  even  if  Wetftein  had  made 
no  miftakes  in  writing,  it  was  alaioft  impoffible  for  the 
compofitor  to  avoid  them  in  printing ;  and  .errata  ia 
figures,  where  the  eye  only  can  be  employed,  are  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  detedl*^  Laflly,  the  alterations 
which  M^'etftein  made  in*  the  claffification  of  his  manu- 
fcripts  muft  have  been  a  fource  of  numerous  errors : 
for  as  he  denoted  his  manufcripts,  in  the  fecond  edition 
of  his  Prolegomena,  by  marks  different  from  thofe-,  which 
he  had  ufed  in  the  firft,  he  was  of  courfe  obliged  to 
alter  all  his  references,  and  to  tranflate  as  it  were  from 
ifigurc5  into  figures  -,  but  this  is  an  undertaking  of  fuch 
a  nature,  that  every  man,  who  is  not  a  bare  machine 
for  reckoning,  muft  unavoidably  fail.  We  may  reafoa- 
ably  conclude,  therefore,  as  Wetftein  was  fo  inaccurate 
in  c^fes  where  he  was'  Icfs  cxpofed  to  the  danger  of  mif- 
take,  that  the  number  of  errors,  which  arofe  from  this 
transformation,  is  very  material  9^ 

There  are  other  inconveniencies,  to  which  the  reader 
is  expofed  by  Wetftein's  method  of  noting  his  manu- 
fcripts. Figures,  efpecially  if  they  are  numerous,  are 
more  difficult  to  retain  in  the  memory,  than  names. 
When  I  hear  of  a  Codex  Rhodienfis,  I  have  fome  deter- 
minate idea  of  a  mairufcript  of  the  Greek  Teftament; 
but  the  title  Codex  50  excites  in  me  rio  idea  whatfoever. 
Few  perfons  perhaps  have  ufed  Wetftein's  Greek  Tefta- 
ment  more  than  myfelf,  yet,  after  a  lapfe  of  above  thirty 
years,  I  am  hardly  able  to  decypher  a  dozen  manu- 
fcripts without  having  recourfe  to  the  Index  :  and,  how- 
ever bad  my  memory  may  be,  I  will  venture  to  affert, 
that  no  man  whatfoever  is  able  to  retain  all  the  marks, 
which  Wibtftein  has  ufed  to  denote  his  manufcripts.  And 
to  make-the  difficulty  ftill  greater,  he  has  ufed  a  four- 
'  fold  notation,  fo  that  the  fame  number,  which  denotes 
a  manufcript  in  one  part,  does  not  denote  it  in  another. 
For  inftance,  the  Codex  Leiceftrenfis  is  denoted  in  the 
firft  part  by  the  number  69,  in  the  fecond  part  by  37, 
in  the  third  by  31,  in  the  fourth  by  14.  Again^  the 
figure  15  denotes  in  the  firft  part  the' Codex  Regius 
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2868,  or  Kufteri  Parlfienfis  8  ;  in  the  fecond  part  the 
fame  figure  denotes  the  Codex  Amandi,  in  the  third  the 
Coiflinianus  25,  and  in  the  fourth  the  Fragmentum  Ba^ 
fileenfe^'.  It  is  furely  beyond  the  power  of  hyman  me- 
mory to  retain  the  whol^  of  this  complicated  notation; 
and  we  are  reduced  to  the  neceffity,  either  of  confulting 
the  index,  in  order  to  know  the  meaning  of  each  quo- 
tation,* or  to  content  ourfelvcs  with  being  informed  of 
the  number,  without  knowing  the  quality  of  the  quoted 
manufcripts^*. 

Yet,  after  having  weighj^d  the  numerous  defedls  of 
Wetftein's  Greek  Teftament  with  its  numerous  excel- 
lencies, we  may  pronounce  it  an  edition  of  fuch  import- 
ance, as  to  be  indifpenfable  to  every  man,  who  is  en- 
gaged in  facred  criticifm^'.  It  defe^ves  to  be  revifed,  in 
order  to  corredt  its  errors,  and  fupply  its  deficiencies : 
but,  as  this  would  be  an  undertaking  too  great  for  any 
one  man,  it  were  to  be  wiftied  that  thofe  who  have  ac- 
cefs  to  libraries,  would  collate  again  the  feveral  manu- 
fcripts  which  Wetftein  has  quoted.  The  copy  of  Wet- 
ftein's Greek  Teftament,  which  is  in  my  pofl"effion,  I 
have  endeavoured  to  make  as  complete  as  poflible,  for 
the  fervice  of  pofterity.  The  principal  additions,  which 
I  have  made  to  it,  are  the  following : 

a)  Extrafts  from  the  Codex  Molftieimenfis,  Guel- 
pherbytanus  A  and  B,  and  the  Codex  Ravianus  in  the 
Gofpel  of  St.  Matthew. 

b)  Extrafts  from  the  Gothic  verfion  of  Ulphilas  in 
the  four  Gofpels,  according  to  the  correp6lions  which 
have  been  made  by  Ihre :  allb  from  the  fragments  of  the 
Gothic  verfion  of  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans. 

f)  Extradls  from  the  Latin  verfions,  publiftied  by 
Blanchini,  efpecially  in  the  Gofpel  of  St.  Mark, 

d)  Extrafts  from  the'  Syriac  verfion,  and  the  Arabic 
verfion,  which  was  made  from  it,  efpecially  in  the  Gof- 
pel of  St.  Mark,  and  the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles. 

e)  Extrafts  from  Theophylad,  in  the  Afts  of  the 
Apoftles. 

f)  Extrafts 
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/)  Extrafts  from  the  Geneva  edition  of  1620,  com- 
municated to  me  by  Schmidt. 

Thcfe  extracts  I  had  written  in  the  margin  of  Wet- 
ftein's  Greek  Teftament,  when  I  publifhed  the  fecond 
edition  of  this  Introdudtion  in  1 765.  Since  that  time  I 
have  made  many  important  additions,  which  would  be 
too  great  3,  trefpafs  on  the  time  of  the  reader  to  relate. 

16,  Father  Goldhagen  publilhed  at  Mayntz,  in  1753, 
xn  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  I  mention  in 
this  catalogue,  becaufe  he  fubjoined  fome  readings  from 
the  Molflieim  manufcript.  j3r.  Semler,  in  hi^  '  Minute 
examination  of  the  bad  ftate  of  the  text  of  the  Complu- 
tenfian  Greek  Teftament,*  has  given  a  collation  of  the 
Complutenfian  with  Goldhagen's  edition.  From  what 
edition  this  editor  took  his  text,  I  have  never  been  able 
to  difcover^*. 

1 7.  Dr.  John  James  Griefbach's  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  was  firft  printed  in  the  year  1775.  Since 
that  time  it  has  been  re-printed  ^^ ;  and  in  1785  he 
printed  the  firft  volume  of  his  Symbolge  criticse  ad  fup- 
plendaset  corrigendas  variarum  N..T.  leftionum  collec- 
tiones  :  a  work  which  is  neceff^ry  for  every  man>  who 
nfes  his  Greek  Teftament.  This  edition  is  chiefly  an  ex- 
trait  from  that  of  Wetftein,  whofe  numbers  and  figures, 
ufed  to  denote  the  manufcripts,  are  retained  by  Grief- 
h.^ch.  But  he  has  likewife  made  very  confiderable  ad- 
ditions, which  confift  partly  in  extrafts  from  manufcripts, 
which  he  collated  on  his  travels ;  partly  in  thofe  read- 
ings, which  were  written  by  Mill  in  the  margin  of  his 
Greek  Teftament,  and  were  copied  by  Grielbach  -,  partly 
in  extracts  from  the  works  of  Origen,  which  he  has 
made  his  principal  ftudy,  and  has  collated  more  accu- 
rately, than  any  of  his  predeceflbrs.  The  manufcripts 
which  he  has  collated,  at  leaft  fo  many  of  them  as  he 
has  defcribed  in  his  Symbolse  critics,  I  have  noticed 
ch.  viii.  §  6.  He  has  alfo  quoted  extradks  from  manu- 
fcripts, which  had  been  lately  collated  by  other  critics, 
for  inftance,  by  Trefchow'^  This  edition,  which  is  pf 
a  very  convenient  and  portable  fize,  is  that  which  is 
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principally  ufed  by  the  ftudents  in  our  Univerfities :  it 
is  at  the  fame  time  an  edition,  with  which  no  Profeflbr 
can  difpenfe,  though  every  man,  who  makes  a  profef- 
(ion  of  literature,  would  wifh  to  fee  an  edition  by  the 
fame  editor,  in  which  no  various  reading  is  omitted, 
which  had  been  accurately  quoted  by  Wetftein.     It  is 
true,  that  in  confequence  of  many  omiflions  that  have 
been  made  by  Griefbach,  his  book  has  become  more 
convenient  and  portable,    and  is  .therefore  admirably 
adapted  to  the  ufe  of  ftudents.     And  it  was  certainly 
his  defign  to  omit  only  fuch  readings  as  appeared  to 
him  to  be  of  little  or  no  importance  :  but  as  this  is  mere 
matter  oif  opinion,  and  one  critic  may  confider  a  reading 
as  important,  which  appears  trifling  to  another,  we  can- 
not confider  Griefbach's.  as  the  principal  edition,  but 
muft  alfo  have  recourfe  to  that  of  Wetftein.     The  fol- 
lowing are  examples  of  various  readings,  quoted  by  Wet- 
ftein, but  omitted  by  Grieftjach  :    Matth.  ii,  6.  tuj  Is- 
Jflftiotf,  a  reading  which  is  fupported  by  ancient  evidence, 
and  by  fome  critics  preferred  to  the  common  reading, 
though  I  believe  it  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  correc- 
tion; Matth.  V.  46.  i^vixoi :   Matth.  xxi.  41.  the  omif- 
fion  'of  XtyHG-iv  auTw,  which  materially  alters  the  fenfe : 
Matth.  xxvii.  60.  the  omiflion  of  «ut»,  which  entirely 
alters  the  fenfe:    andof  J«  Matth.  xxviii.  i.     He  has 
Hkewife  neglefted  to  note  the  addition  of  xa»  wuj »,  Mark 
i.  8.  and  in  the  whole  of  this  Gofpel,  where  iv^eug  has  ' 
been  quoted  as  a  various  reading  in  addition  to  the 
common  text,  he  has  generally  left  it  out^^;  yet  as  £u- 
^i«f  feems  to  have  been  a  favourite  particle  with  St* 
Mark,  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe  that  in  all  cafes  it  was 
ufed  by  the  author,  not  added  by  a  tranfcriben     Mark 
iv.  2Z.  he  has  omitted  ci  /eati,  a  various  reading  to  <xXXa, 
which,  befide  the  authorities  quoted  by  Wetftein,  (fome 
of  which  however  are  not  juft)  is  fupported  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  Cod.  Brixienfis,  and  Veronenfis'*.     Mark 
vi.  8.  he  has  negle<5ted  to  quote  /xovui^  for  fAovovy  ch.  ix.  ^. 
aif^yti  for  am^igti,  both  of  them  indeed  the  correftioa 
of  a  copyifti   and  ch.  x.  17.  the  various  readings  to 
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ywuirfTUfl-af  aurov,  which  may  be  ftill  augmented  from 
*hc  I^tin  verfions.  Luke  iii.  i.  he  has  not  noted  the 
omiffion  of  nrgx^^nvrogy  a  reading  of  which  I  took  notice 
ch.  viii.  §  6.  N°207,  ^"^  which  feems  to  be  fpurious : 
at  leaft  the  narrative  of  St.  Luke  is  more  agreeable  to 
the  Jewifli  hiftor)%  if  it  is  left  ouf .  Luke  v.  29.  he 
has  omitted  the  various  reading  otuotxHuthoiy  and  ch.  xi. 
3.  ffn^ffok,  a  various  reading  to  ro  x«5'  iiji*ff«y;  but,  I  ac- 
knowJedge  that  the  former  is  a  mere  corteftion,  and  the 
latter  an  interpolation  from  St.  Matthew.  Luke  xv.  15. 
he  has  omitted  to  quote  xy^^v,  a  various  reading  to  ay^ 2^;, 
which  being  fupported  by  the  authority  of  one  manu- 
fcript  only,  quoted  by  Wetftein,  might  appear  unworthy 
of  notice ;  but  it  is  authenticated  by  other  ancient  and 
important  evidence'^"*.  In  the  fame  verfe  he  has  not  ob- 
fer\'ed  the  omiffion  of  auT»,  though  this,  as  well  as  the 
former  reading,  has  fomc  influence  on  the  explanation 
of  the  paflage.  He  has  likewife  omitted  the  reading  «yxa- 
xftp  for  iXK(XK£iVy  Luke  xviii.  i.;  oye/xar*  for  aijuart,  xxii. 
20.;  and  XEyovn;  (oT  Xiyovrac^y  xxiv.  3.  a  Very  important 
reading",  which  alters  the  whole  fenfe.  Laftly,  he  has 
neglcfted  t6  note  the  reading  Satruss  yipofjuiva^  John  xiii. 
2.  which  is  of  fuch  importance,  that  it  removes  the 
whole  difficulty,  with  which  the  paflage  is  otherwife  at- 
tended. See  what  I  have  faid  on  this  fubjed,  ch.  viii. 
§  6.  N""  207.  The  examples,  which  I  have  here  pro- 
duced, are  not  all  of  equal  importance,  but  they  are 
fuch  as  moft  critics  would  expeft  to  find  in  a  collec- 
tion of  various  readings.  But  as  different  perfons  exa- 
mine the  lame  fubjeft  from  different  points  of  view,  it 
neceflarily  follows,  that  what  appears  importarrt  to  one, 
win  fometimes  appear  unimportant  to  another  *"'. 

It  may  be  alfo  mentioned,  that  there  are  many  other 
various  readings  of  great  importance,  which  are  not  con- 
tained in  Griefbaeh's  edition.  The  readings,  to  which 
I  now  allude,  are  fuch  as  are  not  to  be  found  in  Wetftein ; 
and  Griefbach  himfelf  has  not  examined  all  the  docu- 
ments, which  are  known  at  prefent,  not  even  the  Latin 
verfions  "*.  But  as  no  one  can  be  expefted  to  perform 
more, than  he  has  promifed,  the  foregoing  obfervation 
^  ^  implies 
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implies  only  that  Griefbach's  edition  has  not  exhaufted 
all  the  critical  fourcles,  to  which  we  have  accefs ;  aad 
that  we  muft  live  in  hopes  of  a  more  perfeft  edition, 
which  Lcould  wilh  to  fee  from. the  fame  hand'°^ 

As  Griefbach  has  collated  the,  writings  of  Origen  more 
accurately  than  any  of  his  predeceffors,  and  yet  has  neg- 
le<9:cd  to  quote  him  in  many  inftances,  where  the  Greek 
father  is  quoted  by  Wetftein,  I  wi(h  that  he  would  pub- 
lifli  a  catalogue  of  thofe  readings,  which  his. predeceffors 
,had  quoted  falfely,  or,  yvhich  would  be  It  ill  more  ad- 
vantageous,  his  extracts  from  Origen  entire.  This  might 
be  done  in  his  Symbolse,  and  would  remove  thofe 
doubts,  which  necelFarily  arife,  where  Origen  is  quoted 
by  Wetftein,  but  not  by  Griefbach. 

18.  Chriftian  Frederic  Matthai,  Profeffor  formerly 
in  Mofcow,  at  prefent  in  Wittenberg,  has  publilhed  the 
Greek  Teftarqent,  with  various  readings  taken  from 
Mofcow  manufcripts  '°* ;  to  which  he  has  added  the 
Latin  Vulgate  copied  from  a  Demidovian  manufcript, 
many  critical  remarks,  Greek  Scholia,  and  copper-plates 
reprefenting  the  charadters  of  his  Greek  manufcripts. 
He  publiftied  the  feven  catholic  epiftles  in  1782,  alfo 
the  Afts  of  the  Apoftles,  the  epiftle  to  the  Romans, 
with  thofe  to  Titus  and  Philemon  in  1782,  the  two 
epiftles  to  the  Corinthians  in  1783,  thofe  to  the  Ga- 
latians,  Ephefians,  and  Philippiaiis  in  1784,  the  epiftles 
to  the  Theifalonians  and  Timothy  in  1785,  and  in  the 
iame  year  the  Revelation  of  St.  John.  The  Gofpels  of  St. 
JLuke  and  St.  John  were  publiftied  in  I786,  The  books 
which  remain  to  be  publiftied,  appear  from  thofe  which 
I  have  here  enumerated '°\ 

Matthai  has  made  his  colleftion  of  various  readings 
with  great  labour  and  diligence ;  he  found  in  his  manu- 
fcripts a  confirmation  of  many  readings,  which  I  fliould 
have  hardly  expedled,  bccaufe  they  are  the  readings  of 
manufcripts  of  a  different  kind,  and  of  a  different  coun- 
try from  thofe  which  he  ufed :  nay,  even  thofe  of  the 
Weftern  edition,  of  which  he  fpeaks  with  the  utmoft 
contempt,  he  has  corroborated  by  the  evidence  of  his 
Mofcow  manufcripts*    This  edition  is  abfolutely  necef- 
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fary  for  every  man,  who  is  engaged  in  the  criticifm  of 
the  Greek  Teftament.  But  it  is  to  be  lamented  thzX 
the  editor  has  augmented  the  price  of  it  by  feveral  un- 
xieceffary  additions,  particularly  by  the  addition  of  the 
Latin  Vulgate,  of  which  we  have  much  better  copies 
than  the  Demidovian  manufcript  in  Ruflia.  It  would 
have  been  better  if  the  various  readings  had  been  printed 
alone,  which  would  have  taken  up  a  much  fmallercom-i 
pafs,  arid  have  been  fufficient  for  the  purpofe.  In  his 
notes  he  has  made  many  valuable  obfervations,  efpecially 
in  regard  to  the  Leftiqnaria ;  but  I  am  of  a  very  diffe- 
rent opinion  from  him  in  regard  to  the  choice  of  read- 
ings. The  ancient  manufcripts  of  the  Weftern  edition, 
which  others  fo  highly  extol,  he  defcribes  as  unworthy 
of  notice  :  he  calls  it  Icurrilis  editio,  and  he;  can  hardly 
fpeak  of  it  without  lofing  his  temper,  Whoever  wiflies 
to  have  more  information  on  this  fubjeft,  may  confult 
the  Orient.  Bibl.  Vol.  XX.  N*  296.  I  Ihall  retain  the 
opinion,  which  I  there  advanced,  that  Mattbai,  when 
he  began  the  work,  was  at  lead  an  age  behind  the  reft 
of  Germany  in  the  knowledge  of  facred  criticifm  *°\ 
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^hree  poJitionSy  necejfary  to  be  obferved  in  regard  to  the 
printed  editions  of  the  Greek  Tejlament. 

^TpttosE  who  would  make  a  proper  ufe  of  the  ac- 
•*"  count  which  has  been  given  of  the  editions  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  muft  particularly  obferve  in  what 
manner  the  readings  of  the  feveral  editions  are  borrowed 
from  the  preceding,  and  how  one  edition  is  as  it  were 
the  offspring  of  another.  Properly  fpeaking,  there  are 
only  two  fundamental  editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament, 
or  in  other  words,  only  two  editions  taken  immediately 
from  manufcripts  without  the  intervention  of  any  print- 
ed edition,  namely  the  Complutenfian,  and  the  firft  of 
Erafmus,     After  thefe  come  the  editions  of  Robert 

Stephens, 
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Stephens,  and  of  Beza,  both  of  whom  mtde  alterations 
in  the  text,  but  at  the  fame  time  made  ufe  of  manu* 
fcripts.  In  the  fubfequent  editions,  though  feveral  of 
the  editors  made  ufe  of  manufcripts,  yet  very  few  alte- 
rations were  made  in  the  text,  except  in  the  London 
edition  of  1729,  which  however  is  unworthy  of  notice. 
It  is  true  that  Bengel  publiflaed  an  improved  text,  yet 
he  inferted  nd  reading  which  had  not  already  appeared 
in  fomc  printed  edition.  Wetftein  made  no  alterations 
whatfoever  in  the  text,  but  in  the  alterations  which  he 
propofed,  he  was  guided  not  by  printed  editions,  but 
by  ancient  authorities.  The  alterations,  which  he  pro- 
pofed,  have  been  inferted  in  the  text  itfelf,  in  the  edition 
publifhed  by  Bowyer :  but  this  edition  is  feldom  ufed. 
There  is  however  an  edition  in  very  general  ufe,  in 
which  greater  liberties  have  been  taken  with  the  text,  I 
mean  that  of  Griefbach':  in  this,  and  the  following 
fedtion,  therefore,  when  I  fpeak  of  the  editions  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  that  of  Grielbach  mull  be  confidered 
as  an  exception*. 

We  may  lay  down  the  three  following  pofitions,  from 
which  it  will  appear,  that  thofe  are  miftaken,  who  are 
attached  to  the  common  readings. 

I.  The  modern  editors  of  the  Greek  Teftament  have 
not  always  feledted  the  beft  readings  of  the  four  principal 
editions  of  the  Greek  Teftament  ^  Befides,  in  the  edi- 
tion of  Robert  Stephens,  a  great  deal  was  fpoiled  of  what 
was  valuable  in  the  Complutenllan  ;  and  again,  of  what 
was  valuable  in  the  edition  of  Robert  Stephens,  a  great 
deal  was  fpoiled  in  that  of  Beza.  Now  as  our  common 
editions  have  been  chiefly  taken  from  the  latter,  we  have 
no  reafon  to  think  that  they  are  perfedily  accurate.  Yet 
many  divines  have  extolled  the  common  printed  text,  as 
if  the  editors  themfelves  had  been  infpired.  If  the  text 
of  any  one  edition  deferves  to  be  retained  unaltered,  it 
is^hat  of  the  Complutenfian  edition,  becaufe  it  is  the 
Editio  princeps.  But  we  may  lay  it  down  as  a  general 
rule,  '  that  a  reading  is  not  the  lefs  authentic,  becaufe 
it  has  never  ^jppeared  in  prints* 
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2»  TheProtcftants  in  general,  before  the  time  of  Beza, 
or  rather  till  fome  time  after  his  publications^  very  im- 
perfeftly  underftood  the  criticifm  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment :  they  had  much  too  mean  an  opinion  of  the  Latin 
verfion,  and  for  that  reafon  they  altered,  or  rather  cor- 
rupted the  text,  on  the  authority  of  a  few  Greek  manu- 
fcripts,  fome  of  which  were  of  little  or  no  value.  Till 
after  his  time,  the  moft  important  Greek  manufcripts 
were  either  not  examined  at  all,  or  hot  collated  with, 
fufficient  accuracy,  and  the  Oriental  verfions  were  almdft 
totally  neglefted.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  many  of 
the  genuine  readings  of  the  Greek  Teftament  are  not 
contained  in  any  of  the  four  principal  editions,  and  con- 
fequently  in  none  hitherto  printed.  We  may  lay  down 
therefore  the  following  rule :  '  A  reading  is  not  to  be  re- 
jedted,  becaufe  it  is  contained  in  no  printed  edition  of 
the  Greek  Teftament/ 

3.  In  our  common  editions  are  many  readings,  which 
cxift  not  in  a  fingle  Greek  manufcript,  and  are  mere 
tranflations  from  the  Latin*.  This  is*  a  liberty,  .which 
Erafmus  acknowledges  to  have  taken  in  the  laft  chapter 
of  the  book  of  Revelation,  and  in  feveral  other  places  he 
has  taken  the  fame  liberty,  without  any  acknowledge- 
ment. If,  therefore,  'in  thefe  places  Stephens  and  Beza 
followed  the  text  of  Erafmus,  inftead  of  the  Complu- 
tenfian,  many  readings  have  been  tranfmitted  into  our 
common  editions,  which  are  to  be  found  in  no  manu- 
fcript. We  may  except,  however,  fuch  as  have  been 
altered  by  Bengel  on  the  authority  of  the  Compluten- 
fian  edition.  The  following  inftance  may  be  produced 
a3  a  proof  of  what  I  have  juft  advanced. 

The  longpaffage,  A<5ts  ix.  5,  6.  mCkn^ov  tbi  wfo^xanftL 

mrai  ^  xas»  0  nvgiog  zr'fo^  txurvv,  has  been  found  in  not  a 
fingle  Greek  manufcript,  not  even  in  thofe  which, 
have  been  lately  collated  by  Mat  thai.  It  is  likewife  want- 
ing in  the  Complutenfian  edition :   but  it  was  inferted 

by 

z  Some  of  them  are  founded  on  mere  conjedlure :  for  inftance,  vta* 
▼f^n^  John  XTiii*  24«    8ec  the  UQta  of  fiengel  and  Wetftein  \ 
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by  Erafmus,  and  upon  his  authority  it  has  been  adopted 
by  the  other  editors  of  the  Greek  Teftament '.  If  it  be 
a&ed  whence  Erafmus  took  it,  we  may  reply,  that  he 
certainly  did  not  tak>e  it  from  atly  Greek  manufcript : ' 
for  in  that  cafe  it  furely  would  have  been  difcovered  by 
other  critics,  efpecially  as  Bengel  and  Wetilein  took  aU 
poiSble  pains  to  find  out  the  manufcripts,  that  were  ufed 
by  ErafmuSk  The  advocates  for  this  paflage  allege  in 
its  defence,  that  Erafmus^  in  his  note  to  this  paflage, 
iays»  ^  in  plerifque  Grccis  codicibus  id  non  additur  hoc 
loco,'  and  conclude  therefore  that  Erafmus  muft  have 
found  it  at  leaft  in  one  nrnnufcript,  becaufe  he  fays  not 
*  in  omnibus>'  but  •  in  plerifque/  Now,  not  to  men- 
tion that  Erafmus  very  hequently  wtotc  in  too  great  a 
hurry  to  attend  to  the  accuracy  of  his  expreffions,  it 
may  be  obfcrved  that  he  wrote,  not  *  in  meis  plerifque/ 
but  '  in  plerifque*  in  general :  which  he  might  have 
done»  though  the  paiTage  w&re  wanting  in  all  his  own 
manufcripts,  on  the  fuppofition  that  it  might  poffibly 
exift  in  others,  which  he  had  never  feen.  This  at  leaft 
is  certain,  that  the  paflage  is  in  none  of  the  iHanufcriptft 
of  ErafmuS)  as  far  as  we  have  any  knowledge  of  them : 
but  it  is  literally  contained  in  the  Vulgate.  We  can 
draw,  therefore,  no  other  conclufion,  than  that  Emfmus 
tranflated  it  from  the  Latin  into  Greek.  The  very  evi- 
dence, that  is  produced  in  favour  of  its  authenticity, 
proves  its  fpurioufnefs,  for  the  three  witnieffes  produced 
in  its  favour,  (befide  the  Vulgate),  the  Syriac,  the  Arabic  ^ 
of  the  Polyglot,  and  the  Ethiopic^  all  difagree  in  their 
evidence*  The  Syriac  has  no  more  of  this  paflage  than 
the  following  words,  *  it  will  be  hard  for  thee  to  kick 
Againft  Ihie  pricks }'  and  thefe  are  not  in  the  fifth,  but 
in  the  fourth  vetft,  to  which,  according  to  the  parallel 
paflage  ch.  xxvi.  14.  they  properly  belong.  The- Arabic 
of  the  Polyglot  has,  •  it  will  be  hard  for  thee  to  kick 
againft  the  pricks :  and  he  anfwered  faying,  Lord,  what 
wilt,  thou  have  me  to  do  ?'  where  there  is  nothing, 
which  corrcfponds  to  r^tff,m  n  xai  ^cf[i.im.  The  Ethi- 
Yoi,.  II.  U  opitf 
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opic  hasj  *  becatife  thou  perfecutcft  **,  it  will  turn  ta 
thine  own  misfortune  :  and  as  he  trembled,  they  were 
afloniflied :  and  he  faid,  IJ9rd»  what  wilt  thou  have 
•jne  to  do  ?  and  the  Lord  faid  unrto  him* — a  tranflatipn 
nehich  feems  to  imply  that  the  tranflator  read  en  o-u  liu- 
x<iCi  JrniKn^Qy  voiy  inflead  of  ov>  0-u  JFiuKcif^  0'xAn^oy  coi,  and 
jAo^ktzvt^  inftead  t^f  dapS«y.  If  this  interpolation,  there- 
fore, eyer  exifted  in  Greek  manufaipts,  they  muft  have 
had  it  in  very  different  forms ;  it  is  therefore  highly  im- 
probable that  Erafmus  had  any  Greek  manufcript  which 
agreed  word  for  word  with  the  Vulgate,  and  we  muft 
conclude  that  he  a£ted  here,  as  he  did  in  feveral  places 
in  the  Revelation,  and  that  he  gave  his  own  tranflation. 
This  paff^ge  then^  which  later  editprs  have  copied  from 
Jlr^fmus,  and  which,  is^  contained  in  our  common  edi- 
tions, is  not  onlyfpurious,  but  was  not  even  taken  from 
a  Greek  manufcjipt. 

Another  example  .is,  A<5l:s  x.  6;  wroq  XaXtam  o-oi  n  « 
hi  woutv^  a  palTage  Which  is  not  in  the  Complutenfian 
edifiop,  but  was  tnferted  by  Erafmus,  and  copied  from 
.him  in  the- fubfequent  editions.  Bengel  has  obferved 
that  it  is  no  Greek  manufcript ;  but  fome  of  thexiLhave 
a  (imiiar  mterpolation,  pq  XaKnirti  ^rtfA»ru  vgo^.  a^  e>  ms 
o-wSntrjj  <r\j,  HAi  Tffckq  o.oixoj  (r»,  which  correfponds  to  ch.  ix. 
14.  .Here  again,  therefore,  Erafmus  has  tranflated  into 
Gr^ek  the  words  of  the  Vulgate,  hie  dicct  tibi>  quid  te 
ropo;:teat  facere^. 


SECT.     III. 


Of  the  qualifications  requifit€  for  a  critical  edition  of  the 

.  Greek  ^isfiament^ 

T  WILL  conclude  this  fubjed  by  pointing  out  the  qua- 

lifications  requifite  for  a  critical  edition  of  the  Greek 

Teftament,  or  in  other  words,  for  an  edition,  which  be- 

Cdc 

*  .      . 

t  The  words  of  the  Ethiopic  are  falfely  tranflated  in.  the  xti^n  of 
de  Dieu,  and  in  that  of  the  Polyglot,  namely,  <  becaufe  thou  perfecuteft 
the  juil.' 
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fide  the  text  has  a  confiderabre  number  of  various  read^ 
itig5. '^It  appears  from  the  firft  feftion  of  this  chapter 
that  ia  critical  edition  of  this  kind  is  ftill  wanting,  and 
that  not  only  Wetftein's  predeceflbrs  are  very  imperfedt 
in  cortiparifon  With  him,  but  that  he  himfelf  has  com- 
mitted fo  many  ftiiftakes  that  we  cannot  always'  rely  on 
him.  It  is  therefore  much  to-be  wiftied  that  a'hewand 
complete  collation  might  be  made  of  all  the  manufcripts 
quoted  by  Wetftein,  and  hi%  predeceflbrs,  before  thofe 
jirecioiis  remains  dfdntiquity  are 'loft.     - 

i.  I  ^ouldwifh  that  in  this'critical  edition  no  altera- 
tions'wete  made' in* the  text,  which  I  would  have  takeii 
frorti.  «he  third  edition  of  Robert  Stephens.  To  this 
text  the  great  cdlleftions  of  various  readings  have  been, 
adapted'-;  if  therefore  they  were  jilaced  under  another 
text,  itxvould  create<ohfalioh,becaufe  they  would  not 
be  various  readings  to'that  text.  And,  in  the  fameman^ 
ner  as  Kennicott  required  that  all  thofe,  whom  he  em- 
ployed ih  collating  Hebrew  manufcripts,  fliould  collate 
them  with  the  edition  publiftied  by  Van  der  Hooght  in 
1 705,  one  arid  the  fame  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament 
likewife  muft  be  ufed. 

It  is  no  objeftion  in  this  c^jfe,  that  Stephens's  edition 
has  fome  hundreds  of  faults,  becaufe  coUeftions  of  va^ 
tious  readings  are  made  for  the  ufe  of  the  learned,  who  cart 
felcft  but  of  the  number  that  which  is  the  beft ;  and  if 
theeditorthitiksitneceflary  to'  point  out  to  the  reader  the 
readings.  Which  he  prefers,  he  may  do  it  'by  critical  hiarks 
placed  4h  the  fame  manner,  as  Wetftein  has  done. 

2.  It  is  not  my  intention  to  aflert,  that  an  edition  of 
the  Greek  Teftament,  with  a  more  correft  text,  than 
that,  which  we  have  at  prefent,  is  unneceflary :  but 
then  this  edition  ftiould  be  of  a  fmaller  fize.  I  com^ 
mend  B^rigel  for  having  jpublilhed  an  improved  edition 
of  this,. kind,  in'^i^hich  he  correfted  the  text  according 
to  his  own  judgement :  the  fame  may  be  faid  of  Bowyer*s 
edition,  and  ftill  more  of  that  publiftied  by  Grieft)ach. 
Nor  would  I  have  an  editor  confine  himfelf  to  the  rule 
adopted  by  Bengel,  to  infert  no  reading,  which  had 

I  i  2  not 
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Aot  already  appeared  in  fome  printed  edition :  for  ths 
rule  is  too  arbitrary,  and  would  oblige  an  editor^  instead 
of  choofing  the  reading,  which  is  fupported  by  the  beft 
authority,  to  adopt  in  many  cafes  fucb,  as  were  inferted 
in  the  text  of  the  early  editions  by  mere  accident.  In 
the  fixteenth  century,  mcrcd  criticifm  was  much  lefs  un- 
derftood  than  at  prefent^  and  the  editors  of  that  age 
iiad  neither  the  iuduftry  d[  Mill,  Bengel  and  Wetftein, 
ndr  a  fifth  part  of  the  extracts,  which  they  have  quoted. 
The  readings  therefore^  which  the  early  editors  adopted^ 
muft  finequently  have  depended  upon  accident  $  and,  as 
the  manufcriptSf  which  they  iifed,  were  very  few,  it  is 
altnoft  impoffible,  that  the  beft  reading  (hould  in  every 
inftance  have  been  inferted  in  their  editions. 

But  great  caution  fhould  be  uied  in  altering  the  text 
of  the  Greek  Teibunent  ^  for,  as  different  critics  enter** 
tain  different  fentimonts  in  reg^d  to  what  is  the  beft 
reading,  a  confufion  in  the  Greek  text  would  be  the  tin- 
avoidable  confequence,  if  every  man  had  the  liberty  of 
altering  at  pleafure,  which  would  be  not  only  prejudicial 
to  learners,  but  inconvenient  to  the*  learned  tbemfelves. 
Whoever  publiihes  an  improved  text  of  tlie  Greek  Tef-» 
lament  muft  confider,  that  it  is  not  for  the  benefit  of 
men  of  real  learning,  or  fuch  as  have  knowledge  of  fa« 
cred  criticifm,  becaufe  men  of  this  defcription  will  not 
choofe  to  have  rules  prefcribed  to  themt  but  will  think 
proper  to  judge  for  tbemfelves.  The  alterations^  which 
are  made  in  the  text,  are  for  the  benefit  of  thofe  who  are 
unable  to  judge  for  themfelves  s  and  as  the  critic  feledts 
from  fevcral  that  which  he  efteems  the  beft,  fo'  the 
editor,  by  inferting  a  new  reading  in  the  text,  points 
cut  to  fcholars  that  which  they  ought  to  prefer.  As 
the  editor  therefore  undertakes  to  be  a  guide  td  othersi 
great  caution  is  requifite  not  tp  make  unwarrantable  al^^ 
terations :  he  (hould  not  only  infert  ild  reading  upon 
critical  conjecture,  but  not  even  fuch^  as  are  fupported 
by  the  authority  of  manufcripts,  unlefs  the  proportion 
of  evidence  be  very  decided  in  its  favour*.  If  from 
thirty  thoufand  various  readings  we  deduct  fifteeti  thou* 

iand^ 
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(and,  which  are  of  too  little  importance  to  dcferve  ex? 
amination  in  this  inquiry,  though  it  is  neqeffaiy  on  other 
accounts  to  quote  them,  we  ihail  find  that,  of  the  re<* 
maining  fifteen  thoufand,  there  are  at  lead:  ten  thoufandj, 
in  which  the  proportion  of  evidence,  for  and  againft  them, 
is  nearly  that  of  equality.  Here  then  we  muft*  leave  the 
matter  undetermined.  Of  the  remaining  five  thoufand, 
itippofe  that  an  editor  is  of  opinion,  that  three  thoufand 
five  hundred  are  iiiferior  in  goodnefs  to  thofe  of  the  com* 
mon  text,  but  that  the  remaining  fifteen  hundred  are 
fuperior  to  thofe  of  the  common  text :  yet  of  thefe  fifteen 
hundred,  there  will  be  found  perhaps  hardly  fix  hundred, 
Df  which  he  can  pofitively  affert,  without  violating  the 
rules  of  modefly,  and  th«  refped  which  we  owe  to 
truth,  *  fie  lege  meo  periculo/  An  inftance  of  an  alte» 
ration,  which  a  man  might  fafely.  make,  is  the  omiffion 
of  AAs  ix.  5, 6.  it  was  omitted  by  Bengel,  ai|d  the  great* 
eft  critics  Beza,  Grotius,  Mill,  and  Wetftein  ^re  unani«- 
mous  in  condemning  it. 

If  with  the  caution^  which  I  have  recommended,  d- 
terations  are  made  in  thofe  places  only,  where  we,  are 
abfolutely  certain  that  the  prefent  text  is  fpfurious,  the 
new  text  would  not  be  fo  different  from  the  common 
one,  as  is  generally  imagined,  efpecially  if  the  editor 
was  a  man«well  fkilled  in  facred  criticirm.  But  if  an 
edition  was  undertaken  by  men  ignorant  of  the  art  of 
criticifm,  and  whofepropenfity  to  correft  was  proportion- 
ate to  their  want  of  knowledge,  we  might  expeft  an 
edition  materially  different  from  that,  which  is  in  com-^ 
mon  ufe. 

3,  We  want  a  new  and  accurate  critical  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament,  in  which  the  whole  coUedtion  of  va- 
rious readings,  that  are  difperfed  in  the  eijitions  of  Mill, 
Wetflein,  Grieibach,  and  Matthai,  as  ^  as  they  are 
correft,  fhould  be  inferted.  And  finceMill  and  Wetflein 
firequently  contradi<5k  each  other,  and  neither  of  them 
has  given  complete  extra6ts,  it  will  be  ncceflfary  to  re- 
CpUate  all  the  manufcripts,  editions,  verfions,  the  works 

li3.  Qi 
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of  the  Others,  and  of  the  writers  of  the  fifteenth  and  fix- 
teenth  century,  which. are  quoted  by  Mill  and  Wetftein, 
and  to  conipare  with  their  extracts  thofe  which  are  the 
yefult  of  the  new  collation. 

But  this  would  be  too  great  an  undertaking  for  any 
fingle  man  j  for  the  edge  of  his  diligence  would  be  blunt- 
ed, and  his  eyes  grow  dim,  in  confequence  of  (b  vafl: 
an  undertaking.  Nor  is  it.  probable  that  al>ody  of  the 
learned  will  form  a  junftion,  in  order  to  put  the  plan 
into  execution ;  for  the  learned  in  general  are  not  of  fo 
focial  a  difpofition.  But  perhaps  without  a  formal  June* 
tion,  different  perfons  might  contribute  their  fhare  of 
materials,  toward  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Tefta- 
ment,  if  they  knew  in  what  parts  their  fervices  would 
moft  be  wanted, 

Thofe  who  have  acccfs  to  manufcripts,  either  from 
vifiting  the  places,  where  they  are  preferved,  or  from 
jcfiding  there,  would  render  aa  eflfential  fervice  tofacred 
criticifm  by  making  a  new  collation,  even  if  it  were  con- 
fined to  a  fiiigle  manufcript,  provided  that  raahufcript 
were  ancient  and  valuable,  Thofe,  who  have  not  accefs 
to  manufcripts,  might  recoUate  the  ancient  verfions.  The 
extracts,  which  have  been  hitherto  produced  fi"om  the 
Arabic  are  of  little  or  no  value,  becaufe  no  diftinftion 
has  been  made  been  the  different  Arabic  verfions ' ;  the 
extradls  from  the  Armenian  and  the  Coptic  are  extremely 
incomplete ;  even  the  Vulgate  has  not  been  collated  with 
fufficient  accuracy ^  and.  the  editions  of  the  old  Latin 
verfions,  have  been  fo  lately  publifhed  that  the  editors 
of  critical  editions  have  not  been  able  to  collate  them*. 
Here  then  a  new  field  is  .open  to  th^e  who  would  en- 
gage in  (acred  criticifm.  Of  the  extrafts  from  the  writ- 
ipgs  of  the  fathers  I  have  already  fpoken. 

4. .  I  will  illuftrate  the  method,  which  I  would  recom- 
ipend  in  revifi.ng  the  old  materials,  by  the  example  of 
manufcripts.  Thcfe  muft  be  wholly  recoUated  with 
the  text  of  Stephens's  third,  edition ;  and  the  collators 
muft  conftantly  have  Mill  and  Wetftein  at  hand,  partly 
to  prevent  their  overlooking  the  readings,  which  thofe 

critics 
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critics  have  quoted  right,  partly  to  cdrreft  their  mif- 
t^es,  and  when  they  contradift  each  other,  to  deter- 
rnine  on  which  fide  the  error  lies.  The  new-  €xtra<3;s 
fiiould  be  carefully  noted,  not  excepting  thofe,  which 
had  been  given  by  Mill  and  Wetftein :  for  this  would 
render  the  matter  more  certain.  But  the  grand  objeA 
would  be  to  find  out  all  thofe  readings,  which  Mill  and 
Wetftein  have  either  neglefted,  or  falfely  quoted. 

If  extracts  of  this  kind  were  made  and  printed,  either 
from  a  (ingle  or  feveral  manufcripts^  they  would  be  a 
valuable  prefent  to  the  public,  and  would  ferye  as  ma- 
t-erials  for  a  new  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament.  The 
i4i®re  a  collator  adheres  to  matter  of  faft,  in  fimply  pro- 
ducing extradis,  without  intermixing  his  own  remarks, 
the  more  the  public  will  be  obliged  to  him.  In  colla- 
tions of  this  kind  the  principal  objeft  is  to  have  the  ex-- 
trads  in  as  (hort  a  compafs  as  poilible ;  and  the  collator, 
who  has  fufficient  employment  in  merely  making  ex- 
tracts, #ould  do  well,  if  he  left  to  the  learned  in  general, 
to  make  their  remarks  on  the  fruit  of  his  labours. 

it  would  be  likewife  of  ufe,  if  thofe  places  were  noted, 
in  which  the  collated  manufcripts  agreed  with  Stephens's 
ttxt^  in  oppofition  to  the  various  readings :  for  we  can- 
tiot  immediately  draw  this  conclufion  merely  from  being 
tacitly  informed,  that  a  manufcript  is  not  againft  it. 
The  manufcript  may  have  a  chafm  in  the  paflage  in  queA 
tion,  the  hand-witing  may  be  illegible,  or  the  collator 
himfelf  may  have  been  guilty  of  an  overfight.  At  the 
feme  time  I  acknowledge^  that  if  every  example  was  ^ 
rioted,  which  confirmed  not  the  various  readings  'pro* 
duced  by  Mill  and  Wetftein,  the  extrafts  would  be  far 
too  voluminous,  even  if  tliey  were  made  from  only  a 
fingle  manufcript.  It  feems  then,  that  no  other  method 
can  be  well  adopted,  than  to  mark  diftinftly  each  chafm, 
arid  the  parts,  wliich  have  been  collated,  line  for  line; 
and  to  make  the  coUa-tion  with  fuch  accuracy,  that  thfe 
teader  may  fafely  conclude  from  the  filence  of  the  colla- 
tion to  the  abfence  of  a  reading.  Yet,  the  more  volu- 
minous extrafts  might  be  made,  to  be  depofited  io  pub*- 
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lie  libraries  for  the  ufe  of  cxitlcsy  though  only  fo  much 
were  printed,  as  would  be  neceflary  to  fupply  and  cor* 
Tcft  the  editions  of  Mill  and  Wetftein. 

5*  As  many  ancient  and  important  manufcriptS)  lii* 
therto  uncoUated,  are  preferved  in  the  imperial  library 
at  Vienna,  the  royal  library  in  France,  and  in  ieveral  Ita- 
lian and  SpaniQi  libraries,  thoie  perfons,  who  have  ac« 
ccfs  to  them,  would  render  a  femce  to  facred^riticifm, 
if  they  communicated  extracts  of  them.  If  they  collated 
only  one  or  two  manufcripts,  the  extract  might  be 
printed  on  a  few  (heets,  in  the  fame  manner  as  thofe  of. 
the  Codex  Gehlianusl  and  of  the  two  Codices  Wolfiani, 
But  I  would  not  recommend  to  the  collator  to  publi(h  a 
new  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  with  various  read- 
ings  from  Mill  and  Wetftein,  in  order  to  augment  them 
with  his  own  extrafts.  For  by  thefe  means  the  errors  of 
JVIill  and  Wetftein,  inftead  of  being  correded  would  be 
augmented,  in  confequencc  of  the  unavoidable  errors  of 
the  preis.  Belides,  it  would  unneceflarily  augment  the 
price  of  the  materi.^ls  requifite  in  lacred  criticifm,  which 
ought  at  all  times  to  be  avoided,  becaufe  themoft  learned 
are  not  always  thp  mofi  wealthy ;  and  it  would  alfo  create 
"unneceflary  difficulty,  by  obliging  us  to  feek  in  a  large 
folio,  what  might  b<e  contained  in  the  compafs  of  a  few 
fliects.  But  if  any  mq-n  has  pojlated  ten  or  more  manu* 
fcripts,  it  would  not  be  imprpper  to  print  with  his  ex- 
tracts the  text  alfp  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  would 
be  of  adv^-ntage  to  his  readers,  if  he  was  contented  with 
publifl)ing  hiis  own  extradjts,  without  intermixing  with 
them  the  extrads  madjp  by  his  predcceiTors,  before  they 
have  been  examined  wd  Correfted,  J  could  wifli  to  fee 
an  edition  of  the  Greek  Teft^mpnt  publifhed  in  this 
manner,  with  various  readings  from  all  the  manufcripts 
in  the  imperial  library ;  and  iji  editions  of  this  kind  no-r 
tice  might  be  taken  of  thofe  manufcriptSt  which  confirm 
the  readings  of  the  common  text. 

6.  The  propofals,  which  I  have  made  in  the  preceding 
paragraphs,  relate  to  what  feparate  critics  might ^pcrfo^m, 
as  preparatory  tg  a  cgrreft  critical  edition  of  the  Gr^ek 
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Teftament.  But  if  thcfe  previous  fteps  are  not  taken^  a 
publiiher  of  fuch  an  edition,  as  I  woul^  recommend, 
has  no  other  refource,  than  to  undertake  himfelf  to  cor- 
left  the  extrafts  produced  by  Mill,  Bengel,  and  Wet- 
ftein,  and  to  make  the  neceffary  additions.  It  is  true^ 
that  one  man  alone  can  hardly  go  through  the  tafk  of 
collating  fo  great  a  number  of  manufcripts ;  but  as  ail 
thofe  n:ianulcripts,  of  which  the  antiquity  exceeds  a 
thoufand  years,  are  faid  to  latinize^  it  would  be  neceflaiy 
to  collate  others  of  the  fame  antiquity,  which  have  never 
been  examined,  and  which  are  free  from  the  fufpicion 
of  having  been  altered  from  the  Latins  For,  admitting 
the  Latin  readings  to  be  good,  yet  they  are  certainly  not 
the  only  readings,  that  exifted  a  thoufand  years  ago, 
fince  in  that  cafe  we  (hould  not  have  fo  many  oppofite 
readings  in  the  Greek  manufcripts.  It  would  be  neceC- 
lary  therefore,  in  order  to  form  an  adequate  judgement, 
to  hear  the  evidence  on  both  fides :  and  our  collection 
of  readings  will  not  be  complete,  till  we  have  extracts 
from  manufcripts  of  an  equal  age  with  the  Codex  Alex* 
^ndrinus,  and  of  which  we  are  affured  that  they  do  not 
Utinize  ^ 

But  I  acknowledge  that  this  is  too  great  an  under« 
taking  for  any  one  man,  without  being affifted  by  others: 
for  not  only  his  zesd  would  foon  be  damped,  and  his 
eyes  grow  weary,  but  the  life  of  one  man  is  hardly  fuf* 
cient  for  the  purpofe.  Befides,  it  would  require  fych  an 
extenfive  knowledge  of  the  European,  Afiatic,  and  Afri- 
can languages,  that  I  fear  I  am  propofing,  what  one  man 
alone  could  never  execute.  For  the  plan  therefore  to  be 
well  conducted,  it  muft  be  made  a  national  bufinefs, " 
Qermany  is  divided  into  too  many  petty  ftates,  to  be  able 
to  form  an  union  fufficient  for  the  purpofe ;  and  I  know 
of  no  country,  except  England,  which  poffefles  the  will 
and  the  niean$  to  execute  the  tafk,  Should  a  r^folution 
be  formed  in  this  ifland  fo  happily  fituated  for  promot* 
jng  the  purpofes  of  general  knowledge,  to  make  the  un- 
dertaking a  public  concern,  to  enter  into  a  fubfcription, 
and  to  ^mplpy  meR  of  abilities  in  goUating  manufcripts 

both 
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both  at  home  and  abroad,  they'  would  be  able  to  do 
more  in  ten  years,  than  could  otherwife  be  dotie  in  a  cen- 
tury. But  if  the  projeA  be  deferred  too  long,  the  at- 
tempt may  be  fruitlefs,  fince  England,  though  at  prefent 
in  a  flourifliing  condition,  is  fubjed,  like  all  other  na- 
tions, to  a  change  of  fortune. 

7.  In  a  future  edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament,  with  a 
complete  colleftion  of  various  readings,  it  would  be  moft 
advifeabie  to  choofe  for  a  bafis  one  of  thofe,  which  have 
been  already  printed ;  in  the  fame  manner,  as  Kufter 
made  Miirs  edition  the  bafis  of  his  own.  It  is  true  that 
men,  who  have  more  ambition  than  knowledge,  would 
rather  publifti  a  work,  that  is  perfeftly  new,  than  feeto 
to  tread  in  the  footftep^of  their  predeceffors*':  but  the 
ambition  of  the  author  may  afford  Icfs  advantage  to  the 
reader,  than  pleafure  to  himfelf.  Every  man,  who  un- 
dertakes a  new  work,  is  more  expofed  to  the  danger  of 
miftake,  than  he,  who  builds  on  the  folid  foundation, 
which  has  been  laid  by  another.  And  if  this  happens  in 
phil(^ophical  fubjefts,  where  the  underftanding  is  em- 
ployed in  examining  only  a  few  pofitions,  how  much 
more  frequently  muft  it  happen  in  the  enumeration  of  a 
thoufand  times  a  thoufand  fafts,  where  the  utmoft  pene- 
tratioh  and  diligence  are  hardly  fufiicient,to  infure  a  man 
from  falling  into  error.  But  if  we  make  Wetftein*s  or 
Miirs  edition  the  foundation  6f  the  new  one,  we  are  ex- 
empted from  miftakes  in  fome  hundred  thoufand  quota- 
tions, which  they  have  accurately  given;  and  thofe,  which 
they  have  given  inaccurately,  we  (hall  be  under  the  ne- 
ceffity  of  corre<5ting,-whether  we  make  their  editions  the 
ground-work  of  our  own;  or  publifti  an  entire  new  work* 
And  the  world  atjarge  will  have  this  peculiar  advantage, 
that  nothing  will  be  loft  of  thofe  extrafts,  which  are 
quoted  correftly  by  Mill,  and  Wetftein :  a  matter  of 
great  importance,  as  appears  from  the  example  of  the 

latter 

^  I  would  not  have  it  underftood  that  I  am  here  reflefting  on  any  par- 
ticular editor  of  the  Greek  Teftament;!  Indeed* I  know  ho  one>  to  whom 
the  remark  is  applicable,  as '  far  as  concerns  an  edition  of  the  Greek 
Teftament  hitherto  printed. 
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latter  critic,  ^ho  has  omitted  in  numberlefs  inftances  the 
quotations,  which  had  been  accurately  given  by  his  pnp- 
deceffor. 

As  we  have  the  choice  therefore  either  of  Mill's  or  of 
Wetftein's  Greek  Teftament,  I  would  recommend  the 
former  as  the  foundation  of  the  new  edition,  in  whicli 
the  additions,  that  were  made  by  Wetftein  might  be 
eafily.  inferted.  '  Wetftein  borrowed  a  great  part  of  hb 
materials  from  Mill,  and  thefe  we  (hall  probably  find 
more  corredt  in  the  original,  than  in  the  copy ;  Milt 
ap^ars  to  have  taken  more  pains  than  Wetftein,  thou^ 
he  had  lefs  genius^  and  fewer  opportunities  of  exercif- 
ing  his  induftry ;  and,  what  is  the  principal  reafon,  the 
figures  adopted  by  Wetftein  make  the  references  fo  very 
jMrecarious,  that  it  is  impoffible  to  retain  them,  with- 
out expofing  ourfelves  to  the  danger,  if  a  fecond  and 
third  edition  (hould  be  printed,  of  creating  a  general 
confufion.  Since  therefore  it  is  neceflary  to  alter  figurei 
to  names,  it  is  better  to  accommodate  Wetftein  to  Mill, 
than  Mill  to  Wetftein^ 

8.  In  order  to  affift  the  memory,  and  avoid  errors  of 
the  prefs,  I  would  recommend  that  the*  quoted  manu*' 
fcripts  (hould  be  denoted  not  by  fingle  letters  or  fi^gure^ 
but  by  abbreviations  % 

.  9.  The  order,  which  Wetftein  has  obferved  in  quot- 
ing, i"  raanufcripts,  2*"*^  editions,  3**^^  ancient  verfions, 
V*"'^  the  fathers,  .5-*'^^  the  opinion  of  eminent  critics,  is 
very  juft:  and,  at  all  events,  whatever  arrangement  be 
adopted,  it  will  be  neceflary  to  diftingulfli  the  different 
authorities  in  favour  of  a  reading. 
.  With  refpedt  to  the  Latin  verfions,  as  they  are  fo  nu- 
merous, and  fo  important  in  the  criticifm  of  the  Greek 
Teftament,  it  would  be  proper  to  quote  each  manufcript 
by  name,  and  not  merely  to  quote,  as  Wetftein  has 
done,  the  general  title  Codices  Latini. .  We  might  ufe 
the  abbreviations  Lat.  Verc.  Foroj.  &c.  and  thus  care- 
fully diftinguifti  them  from  Greek  manufcripts '.  The 
voluminous  and  valuable  publications  of  Sabatier  arid 
Blanchini  deferve  in  particular  to  be  collated,  and  ihouHd 

be 
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be  examined  with  much  more  attention,  than  Mill  and 
Wetftein  beftowed  on  Latin  manu^cripts^  -In  quoting 
the  Codices  Grseco-Latini,  the  Latin  textmuft  be  czi^^ 
fully  diftinguilhed  from  the  Greek ;  but  if  we  ufe  only  a 
general  expreffion  for  both^  we  quote  only  one  witnefs, 
where  we  ought  to  quote  two,  aiid  leave  it  undetermined 
which  of  them  we  mean  '^. 

I  o.  The  extracts  from  the  Armenian,  Coptic,  and 
Arabic  verfions  likewiie  muft  be  nK)re  correft,  than  they 
have  hitherto  been  ".  What  I  have  to  obferve  in  regard 
to  extrafts  from  the  works  of  the  fathers^  1  have  alr^y 
mentioned,  ch.  ix.  §  4.  The  writings  alfd  of  the  lite- 
rati in  the  fifteenth,  fixteenth,  and  feventeenth  centuries, 
who  have  fomied  coUeAions  of  various  readings  (hould 
be  quoted  in  evidence^  if  the  manuicripts  themfelves  are 
no  longer  known. 

1 1.  Laftly  I  would  recommend,  that  the  evidence  for 
the  readings  of  the  text^oukl  be  quoted,  as  well  as  the 
authorities  for  the  various  readings.  It  is  true,  that  a  cri- 
tical edition  of  the  Greek  Teftament  would  in  that  cafe 
be  much  mom  laborious  to  execute,  as  well  as  more 
voluminous,  and  expenfive  to  the  purchafen  Hitherto 
therefore  it  has  been  the  ufual  practice,  except  in  very 
particular  cafes,  to  quote  only  the  authorities  for  the  vari* 
^us  readings,  and  to  leave  the  words  of  the  text  uniup« 
ported  by  any  evidence  whatfoever.  But  this  method  is 
attended  with  a  two-fold  difadvantage*  The  one  relates 
to  the  text  itfelf  s  for  when  thofe,  who  are  unacquainted 
with  fiurred  criticifni,  obferve  that  many  manufcripts  are 
quoted  in  favour  of  a  various  reading,  they  conclude  that* 
k  is  fupported  by  more  numerous,  and  by  better  authori- 
ties, than  the  reading  of  the  text ;  whereas  it  frequently 
happens,  even  in  fuch  cafes,  that  the  evidence  in  favour 
of  the  text,  though  not  quoted,  is  dill  more  numerous 
and  more  refpedtable.  I  admit  that  no  onp  could  be 
guilty  of  this  miflake,  who  was  not  wholly  ignorant  of 
the  criticifm  of  the  New  Teftament :  but  (ince  miMiy, 
who  belong  to  the  clafs  of  literati,  are  really  in  this  pre- 
dicaioent,  Tpme  method  Ihould  h^  deviled,  to  prevent 

them 
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them  from  idling  into  error".  The  other  difadvantagt 
relates  to  the  various  readings  themfelves :  for  it  often 
happens  that  the  reading  of  the  text  is  found  only 
in  a  very  few  manufcripts,  and  fometimes  in  no  manu-^ 
fcript  at  all ;  which  does  not  immediately  appear,  when 
the  evidence  in  favour  of  the  text  is  wholly  ncgle&cd. 
We  Ibould  draw  a  too  hafty  and. certainly  ungroundedr 
inference^  if,  becaufe  ten  manufcripts  were  quoted  in  fa- 
vour of  a  various  reading,  we  concluded  that  all  the 
other  manufcripts,  which  contain  the  part  of  the  Greek 
Teflament  in  queflion,  were  in  fevour  of  the  text :  yet^ 
Whitby  has  &llen  intd  this  error  in  writing  againft  Mill, 
becaufe  he  was  unacquainted  with  Mill's  general  plaa. 
But  when  thirty  or  forty  manufcripts  are  quoted  againft 
the  text,  it  makes  a  very  material  difference,  whether  the 
number  in  its  favour  amounts  to  fifty,  or  only  to  tcn^ 
is  confined  to  two  or  three,  or  perhaps  reduced  to  no-^ 
thing.  To  make  this  matter  clear,  I  will  produce  an 
example.  Wetflein  quotes  forty-five  manufcripts,  againft 
the  authenticity  of  the  two  verfes,  Afts  ix.  5,  6.  Now 
the  whole  number  of  manufcripts  quoted  by  Wetflcin 
in  the  A<fts  of  the  Apoflles  amounts  to  fixty-nine :  if 
therefore  we  dcdudt  thofe  which  are  againfl  the  com-^ 
mon  text,  there  remain  twenty- four,  which  have  not 
been  quoted  againfl  it.  Of  thefe  twenty-four  therefore, 
W2  might  fuppofe  that  at  leafl  ten  contained  the  pafTage 
in  queflion  :•  whereas  the  real  faft  is,  that  it  is  contained 
in  not  a  fingle  manufcript  hitherto  collated  '^  Another 
example  is  Afts  x.  6.  of  which  Wolf  fays,  *  verba  haeo 
in  uomuUis  codicibus  defiderantur :'  but  they  are  really 
wanting  in  all  '♦.  And  with  refpeft  to  the  former  in- 
ftance,  all  that  can  be  gathered  from  Wetflein's  quotation 
•is,  that  forty-one  manufcripts  omit  the  two  verfes,  and 
that  in  four,  its  place  is  fupplied  by  other  interpolations  ^K 
A  third  example  may  be  taken  from  Rom.  ii.  5.  where 
Wetflein  does  an  injury  to  the  reading,  which  lie  actu- 
ally prefers.  The  common  text  is  »irox»X\^^iiAq  ^ixai^x^i* 
ri«;,  for  which  he  propofed  to  fubflitute  »iFoxoi,XM^iiaq  xa& 
fiKottoHfrna^^  It  is  truej  that  he  quotes  thirty*one  ma- 
nufcripts 
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Hiiicripte  in  &v6ur  of  the  latter  reading,  to  which  I  havd 
added  four  more :  yet  from  thefe  circumjlances  done  we 
do  not  immediately  perceive  the  reafon>  Xvhy  it  ought  t6 
be  preferred.  But  we  perceive  it  immediately  on  con- 
iulting  Bengel ;  for  he  proiduces  the  autboritie's  in  favour 
of  the  common  reading,  without  xai,  and  among  thefe 
authorities  there  is  not  a  lingle  manufcript.  Bengel 
therefore  has  brought  the  matter  to  a  clear  deciiion'^ 
The  inconveniencies,  of  which  I  have  here  cMnpIained, 
might  be  totally  removed,  if  the  authorities  in  fevour  of 
the  text  were  quoted  firft,  and  then  the  authorities  for 
the  various  readings  :  whereas  tlie  common  method  of 
quoting  only  on  one  fide  leaves  us  frequently  in  a  ftate 
of  uncertainty.-  If  it  were  neceflary  to  produce  another 
inftance,  I  would  reconmiend  to  my  readers^  to  take  avrs 
«nca^f<r3f,  AAs  vii.  27.  and  fee  if  they  canform  a  judge- 
ment, from  the  evidence  produced  by  Wetftein  or  Grief- 
bach^  whether  the  common,  or  the  various  reading  is 
entitled  to.  the  preference'^ 
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CHAPTER    XIH. 

ijF  THE  MARKS  OJF  DISTINCTION,    AND    BIVISIONS 

OF  THE  GREEK  TESTAMENT.r. 

"      SECT.    I. 

Of  the  points^  and  other  diJiinEHons  of  paufe  amon^  iHe 

Greeks. 

TJ  A  V I  N  G  thus  acquainted  ourfelves  with  the  vari- 
*  ous  fources,  which  are  neceflary  to  be  attained, 
before  we.  can  determine  the  true  and  genuine  reading 
of  the  New  Teftament,  a  qucftion  arifes,  whet]ier  certain 
marts  in  the  New  Teftament,  which  are  hot  letters,  be- 
long to  the  readings  of  the  New  Teftament ;  whether 
thofe  notes  or  marks  were  ufed  by  the  Apoflies,  and  are 
I  to 
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ta  be  received  by  us,  whenever  they  are  confirmed  by 
fufiicient  manufcripts,  and  other  critical  authorities  ? 

The  marks  in  queflion,  are  thofe  flops  or  points, 
which  we  call  comma,  colon,  full  flop,  and  note  of  in- 
terrogation, the  iota  fubfcriptum,  and  the  two  afpira- 
tions«  :  :\i  the  Apoftles  themfelves  added  thefe  points  to 
the  words,  we  are  bound  to  receive  them,  as  they  fland 
in  fome  manufcripts,  and  in  almofl  all  the  printed  edi- 
tions of  the  New.  Teflament.  But  if  they  do  not  pro- 
ceed from  the  Apoilles,  then  no  manufcripts,  and  no 
printed,  edition  will  oblige  us  to  receive  them ;  they  will 
be  cbnfidered  as  explanations  of  the  ancients,  from  which 
we  may.  depart,  upon  difcovering  fomething,  which  ap- 
pears to  us  more  &tisfa(5tQry. 

As  the  interpretation  of  the  New  Teflamcnt  often  de- 
pends upon  thefe  points,  it  is  a  queflion  of  importance. 


■rn- 


SECT.     If. 

y      .  .    . 

The  points  in  the  New  Tejlament  are  modern. 

^T*HE  fubjeft  of  the  punftuation  of  the  New  Tefta- 
•*  ment  has  been. amply  difcufTed  by  G.  Fr.  Rogall, 
in  his  DifTertatio  de  aud:oritate  et  antiquitatc  interpunc- 
tionis  in  Nov.  Teflara.  Regiom.  1734.  I  Ihall  make 
great  ufe  of  this  work  in  the  prefent  feftion,  though  I 
jfind  myfelf  under  the  neceffity  of  differing  from  him 
fometimes  in  opinion..  . 

It  is  certain,  that,  in  the  time  of  the  Apoflles,  the 
Grecians  ufed  points  or  flops'.  A  point  at  the  top  was 
equivalent  to  our  full  flop  \  in  the  middle  it  fignified  a 
.colon;  and  at  the  ^bpttom,  it  amounted  either  to  our 
.femicolQn,,pr  comma.  They  are  thus  defcribed  by  Dio- 
jiyfius  the  Thracian,  who  lived  at  Rome  in  the  time  of 
Ponipey,in  his  treatife  on  grammar*;  and  by  Diomedes, 
in  his  fecond  book  Qe  oratione  *.  But  it  is  likewife  cer- 
tain, that  thefe  points  were  not  ufed  in  common^  But 

'only 

f  Spe  Fabricii  Bibl.  Grseca,  L.  V*  c.  7.  Tom,  VU.  p.  261 
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*onIy  in  the  ichook  of  grammarianS)  whd  endeavoure<^ 
thereby  to* facilitate  the  reading  of  Homer  to  their 
icholars.  They  laid  a  great  ftrefs  upon  the  points,  and 
fbme  fpent  their  whole  lives  in  teachiag  them^  and  not^ 
ing  them  in  books* 

Rogall  endeavours  indeed  to  prove,  from  the  ninth  book 
of  Anaftaiit  Sinaitse  Contemplationes  anagogicae  in  Hex- 
cmeron,  that  they  were  ufed  in  other  books.  Thepidage, 
which  he  quotes^  is  poftquam  Moles  dixit :  ^  Et  asdificavit 
DominusDeuscoftami*  magnus  Clemens  (Alexandrinus) 
£u:iens  perfeffcutn  pun  Aum^et  tunc  verfus  Helens  initium, 
fiibjunxit : '  Quam  accepit  Adam  in  mulierem/  £t  miln 
videtur  pie  admodum  attendifle  diftin&ioiiem.  Nam 
Theodotion  quoque  fie  diflinxit  idem  verbum.  But 
fiom  thefe  words  nothing  further  is  to  be  gathered,  than 
that  Clemens  Alexandrinus  made  ufeof  a  point j  in  ex^- 
plaining  the  words  of  Mofes  differently  from  the  com- 
mon acceptaticm,  in  order  to  render  his  new  expofition 
more  intelli^ble  to  the  reader*  Nor  is  much  to  be 
concluded  from  what  he  fays  of  Theodotion,  fince  that 
Cnuiilator  of  Scripture  was  probably  no  other  than  a 
grammarian,  and  affifled  his  tranilation  of  the  Old  Tef- 
tament  by  points,  a§  other  grammarians  did  the  works 
of  Homen  The  Apoflles  on  the  contrary  were  not 
^ammarians  by  pfofeflion ;  and  mod  of  their  writings 
now  extant  are  Letters,  fome  of  which  were  written  to 
intimate  f^'iends*  Is  it  credible,  that  they  would  accu« 
lately  mark  thefe  with  points,  which  were  not  in  ufe  any 
where  but  in  the  fchools  ?  This  at  leaft  is  certain,  that 
the  ancient  fathers,  in  cafes  which  relate  to  grammatical 
conftrudion,  do  npt  appeal  to  points,  but  merely  to  the 
general  context. 

Even  if  we  admitted  that  the  Apoflles  wrote  with 
points,  it  would  be  of  no  codfeqtience  to  us,^  as  thofe 
points  are  no  longer  in  exiftence..  For  our  moft  aticient 
manufcripts  are  without  points,  and  in  the  modern  ma« 
nufcripts  which  have  them,  they  were  not  copied  from 
ancient;documents,  but  were  added  by  the  tfanfcribei^ 
of  their  owa  authority  ^ 

'     ^  There 
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There  was  another  method  of  dividing  difcourfe,  by 
writing  in  one  Kneas  many  words,  as  might  be  in  fomc 
degree  intelligible,  when  joined  together ;  thefe  united 
Avere  called  §n[d,a. ;  we  (hould  call  them  a  comma,' or  fen- 
tence.  We  fhall  have  occafion  to  make  further  mention 
of  them  hereafter,  and  we  fliall  find,  that  the  ancients 
did  certainly  divide  the  New  Teftament  into  thofe  fen- 
tences,  of  which  they  reckoned  2522  in  St.  Matthew, 
1675  in  St.  Mack,  &c.  But  it  is  no  neceflary  confe- 
quence,  that  the  Apoftles  wrote  their  epiftles  in  the 
fame  manner;  and  if  they  had,  yet  a  doubt  would  re- 
main, which  words  belonged  to  each  fentence,  fince. 
the  ancient  manufcripts,  which  we  have  of  the  New 
Teftament,  are  not  written  in  thefe  fentences*. 

Some  again  ufed  no  other  diftindtion  of  paufe,  but 
that  of  placing  a  point,  or  leaving  a  blank,  where  the 
fenfe  of  the  period  ended.  This  is  the  cafe  of  feverrf  h  /-  .\ 
manufcripts  of  the  New  Teftament,  and  particularly  of '  "^  "' 
the  Alexancirine.  Poffibly  thefe  diftindions  ought  not 
to  be  rejected  wholly :  And  it  is  not  unlikely,  that  the 
Apoftles  fometimes  made  ufe  of  them.  But  it  is  pity, 
that  they  who  have  delivered  to  us  extrafts  from  thefe 
manufcripts,  do  not  point,  out  where  thefe  ftops  were 
made'.  v  > 

The  whole  of  this  fubjedl  then  may  be  reduced  to 
the  following  propofitions  :  ^  .  ^    ._ 

1.  Our  point,  colon,  comma,  and  note  of  interro- 
gation, are  modern,  and  of  no  authority*     V 

2.  The  Apoftles  probably  denoted  by  a  point,  or  a 
blank,  where  the  fenfe  of  a  difcourfe  terminated. 

.    3,  Whoever  defircs  to  know,  with  fome  degree  of 
probability,  where  thefe  points  or  blanks  were  placed^ 
muft  confult  tbe*n>oft  ancient  manufcripts,  and  the  ver- 
fions  which  were  made  from  the  moft  ancient^manu-" 
fcripts.^    And  even  this  will  lead  him  no  further  than  to  * 
a  fmall  degree  of  probability. 

.  4.  The  beft  rule  for  determining  the  proper  place  of 
a  point  or  flop  in  the  New  Teftament,  is  to  follow  the 
moft  approved  exegetical  rules^  in  explaining,  each  paf- 
fage. 

Vol.  11.  Kk 
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SECT.    III. 

« 

Origin  of  the  prefent  points  in  the  New  Teftament. 

Tf  it.be  aiked,  whence  come  the' prefent  points  in  the 
New  Teftament,  their  hiftory  is  briefly  this  : 
It  is  poflible,  and  perhaps  probable,  that  fome  were 
Bfcd  in  the  firft  colleftion,  that  was  made  of  the  books 
of  the  New  Teftament.  In  the  mofb  ancient  verfions  I 
have  met  with  inftances  of  falfe  tranflation,  which  Icem 
to  have  been  occafioned  by  an  improper  arrangement  of 
the  ftops,  and  where  different  tranflators  have  differently 
attempted  to  evade  the  difficulty,  which  that  falfe  ar- 
rangement occafioned.  There  is  a  difficulty  attending 
Afts  X.  I,  2,  3.  as  it  is  at  prefent  ftopped.  This  diffi- 
culty fome  have  attempted  to  remove,  by  leaving  out 
nj/,  while  others,  among  whom  may  be  reckoned  the  Sy- 
riac  and  the  Latin  tranflator,  have  rendered  the  paflage 
as  if  they  had  found  outo?  tiSt^  in  the  third  verfe ;  the  one 
having  \\^  jjoi,  the  other,  is  vidit.  Now  the  whole 
plffage  would  be  clear,  if  we  divided  the  Greek  text  in 

the  foUowmg  manner  :  Avu^  St  n;  uir  sy  K»ira^na  ova/xan 
suiriCv!?  xoti  ^oQoxjfAtvoi  tov  ^iO¥  rv»  tsrotyn  ry  oixm  atiroo,  vqwv 

ro^.§iie¥  fy  QgotfAari^  x.tJi^.  It  is  therefore  not  impoffibic 
that  a  very  early  miftake  in  the  pointing  occafioned  thefe 
diiFerences.  But  as  the  thought  is  new,  I  will  not  be 
pofitive,  but  fubmit  it  to  the  confideration  of  the 
learned. 

In  the  fourth  century,  Jerom  began  to  add  the  com* 
ma  and  colon  to  the  Latin  verfion  ;  and  they  were  then 
inferted  in  many  more  ancient  manufcripts. 

Ift  the  fifth  century,  Euthalius,  a  deacon  of  Alexan- 
dria, divided  the  New  Teftament  into,  lines.  This  di- 
vifion  was  regulated  by  the  fenfe,  fo  that  dach  line  ended 
where  fome  paufe  was  to  be  made  in  fpeakirig.  And 
when  a  copyift  was  difpofed  to  contraft  his  fpace,  and 
therefore  craitided  the  lines  into  each  other,  he  then 

placed 
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placed  a  point,   where  Euthalius  had  tepninated  the 
line^.  < 

In  the  eighth  century,  the  ftroke  was  invented  which 
we  call  a  comma*.  In  the  Latin  manufcripts,  Jeromes 
points  were  introduced  by  Paul  Warnfried  and  Alcuin, 
at  the  command  of  Charlemagne. 

In  the  ninth  century  the  Greek  note  of  interrogation  (;) 
was  firft  ufed^ 

At  the  invention  of  printing,  the  editors  placed  the^ 
points  arbitrarily,  probably  without  beftowing  the  ne- 
ceflary  attention ;  and  Stephens  in  particular  varied  his 
points  in  every  edition. 

As  this  feiftion  is  only  an  extrad  from  Rogairs  Difl 
fertatipn,  I  refer  the  reader  to  that  for  a  proof  of  this 
hittory.  It  will  there  appear,  how  little  ftreft  is  to  be 
laid  upon  the  prefent  points  in  the  New  Teftamen't,  and 
how  much  they  are  miftaken,  who  argue  the  conneftioa 
or  disjundtion  of  words  from  the  content  of  all  the  edi- 
tions. 

I  will  fubjoin  an  obfcrvation  with  refped  to  the  Codex 
Alexandrinus,  becaufe  the  marks  of  diftinftion  in  this 
MS,  have  been  very  accurately  defcribed,  and  lie  open, 
at  prefiint,  to  the  view  of  every  reader.  According  to 
Woide,  it  has  not  only  the  full  flop,  comma,  and  colon, 
but  likewife  a  kind  of  femicolon  *°.  In  the  beginning  of 
a  new  fe<9:ion  it  has  likewife  longer  letters,  which  are 
prefixed,  not  always  to  the  firft  word  in  the  fedtion,  but 
fometimes  to  the  firft  word  in  the  next  line :  for  inftance, 
Mark  v.  25. 

Fv<r€i»i[AArogtTiiiSui£x».  See  Woide's  preface,  §  30, 3  r» 


S  E  C  T.     IV. 

0/  ohfture  pajfages^  in  the  Greek  Tejiament^  which  might  be 
rendered  dear  by  a  better  arrangement  of  the^ots.^ 

Ty>f  ANT  obfcurities  in  the  text  of  the  Greek  Tefta* 
^^  ment  have  been  occafioncd  by  an  improper  pofi* 
tiott  of  the  ftops,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  every  commen- 
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tator  to  remedy  this  inconvenience  by  occafionaj  altera- 
tions, and  not  fervilcly  to  adhere  to  the  prefent  arrange- 
5ient.^  Bowycr,  in  his  Critical  Conjeftures  of  the  New 
Teftament,  has  noted  likewife  tjie  conjeftures  of  the 
learned,  in  regard  to  the  pofition  of  the  flops  "*  It  is  true, 
that  variations  in  the  (lops  do  not  properly  belong  to 
the  clafs  of  what  critics  call,  in  the  flrift  fenfe  of  the  word, 
various  readings ;  for  thefe  are  determined  by  adlual  evi- 
dence, whereas  no  evidence  can  well  be  produced  with 
refpeft  to  the  (lops,  lince  the  mofl  ancient  manufcripts 
were  without  them  '*.  But  Bowyer  has  adled  very  judi-  • 
cioufly  in  coUediing  the  opinions  of  the  learned  on  the 
one  as  well  as  on  the  other,  and  by  fo  doing  he  has  ren- 
dered his  work  indifpenfable  to  the  commentator,  as  well 
as  to  the  critic  ;  though  the  former  perhaps  might  have 
wilhed  that  the  coiyeftural  emendations,  in  regard  to  the 
Hops,  had  been  feparated  from  thofe  which  refpeft  the 
readings. 

Of  paflages  in  the  Greek  Teftament,  which  have  fuf* 
fered  through  falfe  flopping,  -the  following  h  a  remark- 
able inftance,  and  is  noted  by  Bowyer.  Matth.  v,  34. 
is  commonly  flopped  in  the  following  manner,   lyw  ii 

Ts^zym  vfAiv^  /itj  6fA0<r»i  oAwj*  p»jT«  sv  tw  Hfxvtc,  x.  t- X*  where  a 

colon  bciog  placed  after  oXwy  confines  it  to  o/txoerai,  and 
makes  the  fentence  expreflive  of  a  command  to  take  an 
oath  in  no  cafe  whatfoever;  a  command,  which,  if  flriftly 
followed,  would  in  a  great  meafure  loofen  the  bands  of 
Ibciety.  The  perfon  who  figns  himfelf  R.  in  Bowyer*s  Cri- 
tical Conjeffcures'^,pr6pofes  therefore  to  rejedl  the  colon 
after  oXiwf,  for  which  we  might  fubftitute  a  comma, 
and  point ^the  paflage  as  follows,  £y«  ii  Xiyta  u/aiv,  (A'noiAO' 
cat  oT^ifAfirs  «v  rai  aj ayw,  x.  t.  A.  According  to  thfs  ar- 
rangement the  meaning  of  the  paflage  would  be,  *  But  I 
command  you  by  no  means  to  fwear,.  either  by  heaven, 
for  it  is'his.throne,  or  by  earth,for  it  is  his  footflool,'  &c. 
The  command  of  Chriffc  therefore  applies  particularly  to 
the  abuts  of  oaths  among  the  Pharifees,  who  on  every 
trivial  occafion  fwore>  by  the  heaven,  the  earthy  the 
temple,  tlie  head,  8cc,;  but  it  implies.no  prohibition  to 

take 
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take  an  oath  in  the  napie  pf  the  Deity,  on  folemn  and 
important  occafions. 

Numerous '  examples  of  this  kind  may  be  found  in 
Bowyer,  to  which  I  will  adcj  the  four  following :  X-uke  i'. 

<rxoT5*5  x.T.A.  *  the  day  fpring  from  on  high  hath  vifited 
xis,  to  give  light  to  them  that  fit  in  darknefs/  &c.  is  a 
very  extraordinary  fentence,  becaufe  the  expreffion  a\a- 
^oM  s^  'j^xg  feems  to  involve  a  contradiftion,  But  this 
inconvenience  may  be  entirely  renqiedied  merely  by' an 
alteration  in  the  flops,  and  by  placing  them  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner:   iTr£(r)Ci\lgi,TO  »j/xaf  ocvgcToXri,   6^  \j^sg  s'Tri^xvai 

Toig  IV  (TxoTfi,  x.T.x.  for  the  paflage  will  then  be  tranflated, 
*  the  day  fpring  hath  vifited  us,  to  (hine  from  on  hjgh 
to  thole  who  fit  in  darknefs,'  &c,  Another  paffgge, 
John  i.  8,  9,  10.  is  attended  with  no  inconfiderable  dif- 
ficulty, as  the  words  are  flopped  at  prefent,  which  diffi-. 
culty  may  be  removed  by  placiftg  the  flops  as  follows  : 

Oux  jji/  £Kiivo<;  TO  ^wj,  aAA*  iva  ju,afTUfn<rj;  tsrs^i  ra  ^wtoc.jjv. 
To  (pii3q  TO  aAtjOivoi/,  0  (pWTi^ft  iff(x,yro(,  av6f wttop  sc^ofAiyov  fiy  rou 

KOG'iJt.ov,  £v  r(A)  Ko<r[MU)  nuy  x.t.x.  *  He  was  not  that  light, 
but  was  to  bear.witnefs  of  that  light.  The  true  light, 
which  iight^th  every  man  that  cometh  into  the  worlds 
was  in  the  world,'  &c.  John  xiv.  11,  12.  (hould  be  flop- 
ped in  the  following  manner;  E*  Jf  ju»j  Six  tx  igya,  xvta 
wffusTf  /xoi,  oiii.y\v  Xtyta  ujtAii/,  x.  t.  A.  *  But  if  ye  believc 
jiot  on  account  of  the  works  themfelyes,  I  afTure  you  for 
certain,*  &c.  John  xvii.  3;  where  I  think  Bowyer  has 
propofed  a  falfe  arrangement,  fliould  be  flopped  in  the 
following  manner :  tvo^  ytvwerxioo"*  c-j,  rov  (movou  aAij6*i»oi^  Bsov^ 
xa*,  ou  ocTTifsiXxg  iTitrp,  X(tfov.  *  That  they  may  ac-  ' 
knowledge  thee,  to  be  the  only  true  Gqd,*  and  Jefus 
whom  thou  haftfent,  to  be  the  anointed.  Of  Afts  xj 
I  —3.  I  have  fpoken  in  the  preceding  feftion,  Rom.  u 
I — 4.  has  been  luthertq  attended  with  an  almofl  infu- 
■perable  difficulty,  ^nd  \  have  been  fpiiietimes'  induced 
to  hazard  a  critical  copjedlure,  in  order  to  remove  it ; 
but  I  have  fince  found  that  the  fame  effeft  may  be  prg- 
duped  by  ^  different  arrangement  of  the  flops.'     In'or^ 

^^3    .  ^     ^er 
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der  to  make  this  matter  more  clear,  I  will  at  the  fame 
time  divide  this  paflage  into  four  portions,  different 
from  its  prefent  divifion  into  verfes,  and  write  it  in  the 
following  manner : 

susifycXioy 

Vigi  m  TIOT  AUTS,  rs  ytvofAiyH  ik  cwt^fACtro^  AaQii  x»t» 
x«r«  UNETMA  AriX2£TNH£,    i^  AVftrAo-CA^^   yiygcav  t^ 

XU^tS  DpWlr  IfKTS    Xpirs. 

Paul,  a  fervant  ot  Jefus  Chrift,  callecj  to  be  an  apoftkj 

feparated  unto  the  Gofpel 

Of  God,  as  he  had  promifed  afore  by  his  prophets  in 

the  holy  fcriptures,  which  Gofpel  relates 

To  his  fon,  who  in  refpefl:  to  his  human  nature  was 

of  the  feed  of  David^  but  in  effeft  was  fliewn  to  be 

the  fon  of  God, 

Through  the  effufion  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  which  was 

given  after  the  Refurreftion  of  our  Lord  Jefus  Chrift 

irom  the  dead. 

An  example  of  lefs  confequence  is  a  Cor,  v.  1 7,  Here 
I  would  propofe  to  leave  out  the  comma  after  xf*rw, 
and  arrange  the  flops  in  the  following  manner  :  n  tk  e» 
j^irw  xaivu  xno'iiy  r»  ^(x,^i»  is-af i»x9fv,  *  if  any  man  in 
Chrift  is  a  new  creature,  old  things  are  paffed  away.' 

No  part  of  the  whole  Bible  hasTuffered  fo  much  from 
a  falfe  arrangement  of  the  flops,  as  the  epiftle  to  the 
Ephefians^  in  which  many  paffages  have  been  thus  ren- 
dered obfcure,  and  eyen  deprived  of  meaning.  Indeed 
the  number  is  fo  great.as  to  prevent  me  from  producini 
examples,  fince  in  this  epiftle  alone  there  afe  at  leal 
two  chapters,  in  which  it  would  be  neceiTary  to  make  a 
totally  new  arrangemeht,  , 

4  would  divide  i  Tim.  iii.  i6,  in  the  following  man- 
ner :    Biog   i^ui^cainy  Ik   cotf^xi  tSk'^at^Sny   fv  zryiUfA^ji  »^&« 

afyiXi^kq,     *  God  was  revealed,  -  (that  ij,  made  vifibleto 

mortals),  was  puni(hed  in  the  ficfh,  (namely,  in  the  hu- 

6  tnai^ 
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• 

man  body,  which  he  had  aflumed),  he  ftiSered.for  our 
iniquity,  in  fpirit  appeared  to  angels/  If  the  reading 
ec,  be  preferred  to  hiQiy  the  meaning  of  the  paiTage  i$> 
*  He,  who  was  revealed  to  men,  fuffered  in  his  body,  in 
Ipirit  appeared  to  angels.'  I  have  obferved,  ch.  iv.  §  14* 
^that  iixQt,i9m  is  fonietimes  ufed  ii^  the  fenfe  of  punio'%  an4 
it  is  particularly  applied  to  capital  puniihments,  to  which 
St.  Paul  alludes  Rom.  vi .  7 .  The  words  o-af  g  and  wmu/x^^ 
likewife  are  ufed  1  Pet.  iii.  18.  in  the  fame  fenfe,  as  I 
liave  here  afcribed  to  them.  .  But,  as  many  of  my  readers 
will  perhaps  doubt  of  the  tranflation,  which  I  have  givea 
of  the  above-mentioned  paffage,  Ipropofeit  only  t<^ 
their  con(ideration,  without  iniifling  on  its  being  the 
true  one. 

In  my  remarks  on  theepiftle  to  the  Hebrews,  ch.  vi.  z  ' 
I  havfe  propofed  another  example.  Heb.  ix.  19.  alfo  a 
diificulty  may  be  removed  by  tranflating  in  the  manner, 
which  I  have  propofed,  p.  zpa.  of  the  new  edition,  in 
the  poflfcript.  According  to  that  tranilation,  a  comma 
;nuft  be  placed  after  ^A\m. 


S  E  C  T.    V. 

The  blank  /paces  between  the  words  are  not  genuine. 

EVEN  the  blank  fpaces  at  the  end  of  words  are  not 
ancient.  The  Greeks  formerly  wrote  their  words 
without  any  feparation,  and  the  moft  ancient  manufcripts 
of  the  New  Teftament  are  written  in  this  manner.  But 
thofe  of  a  later  date  than  the  ninth  century  began  tp 
leave  a  fpace  between  the  words *^  .If  therefore  it  were 
to  be  aiked,  whether  Rom.  vii.  14.  ought  to  be  read 
ciia  [A$py  *  I  know,*  or  QiSonf^ty^  *  we  know,'  whether  Gal. 
i.  9.  fhould  be  v^ofigiixo^iv,  or  tr^oii^iixa  ^e>,  whethef 
Philip  i.  I.  (hould  be  read  cmv  £7rj<rxo7roK,  *  together  with 
the  bifhops,'  or  o-uv£7ri(rH07rQK,  *  the  coadjutors  of  the  bi- 
flipps  '^  thefe  queftions  cannot  be  decided  from  our  edi- 
tioi^s  of  the  Gijeek  Teftament,  nor  from  manufcripts,  nor 

K  k  4  '       from 
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from  ancient  verfions,  but  merely  by  the  foimd  rules  of 
interpretation.  The  following  is  an  inftance,  in  which 
a  different  divifion  of  the  letters,  from  that  which  is  at 
prefent  received,  would  make  a  paflage  clear,  that  is  now 
obfcure.  After  all  the  pains  which  Imve  ieen  taken  by 
the  commentators,  the  words  o  Aoyo?  0  ifMq  ov  x^S^^  ^^ 
wpv  arc  Hill  attended  >yith  fome  obfcurity.  Perhaps 
e\)  ;(«i)f fi  fhould  be  written  ov^  u^Uy  ^  non  manet,'  w^cw 
being  derived  from  «f «,  *  tempus/  See  Stephani  The- 
laurus,  Vol.  IV*  p.  795.  But  as  (^^tta  is  a  very  unufual 
word,  it  did  not  occur  to  the  tranfcribers,  when  the 
praftice  was  firft.  introduced  of  writing  the  words  with 
intervals  between  them,  and  they  confequently  made  21 
falfedivifiQA"^ 


=5=?= 


S  E  C  T,    VI. 

The  Iota  fubfcriptum  is  fnfpicious. 

/^p  the  Iota  fubfcriptum  *,  fee  Majoris  Epift.  de 
^^  lotorum  fubfcriptione  fufpefta,  eorumque  prse- 
fcrtim  ex  nummls  perpetuo  exilio.     Kiel.  1688. 

There  is  no  inftang^  ampng  the  ancient  Greeks  of  their 
writing  the  iota,  in  the  form  of  a  point,  or  a  fmall  ftroke 
under  4  letter,  except  the  few  inftanees  quoted  by 
Remefius  in  his  Syntagma  antiquarum  infcriptionum, 
which  however  he  has  hot  copied  himfelf,  Hence  Majpr 
conjeftures,  that  it  was  only  added  by  travellers,  who 
•fiirniflied  Reinefiuswith  inftriptionsfrom  ancient  monu- 
ihents.  But  live  arc  not  concerned  about  the  form  of  it 
fo  much,  us  about  the  iota  itfelf ;  and  it  cannot  be  de- 
nied, that  the  ancient  Greeks  fometimes.  wrote  a  com- 
mon iota  In  thofe  places,  where  we  write  the  iota  fub- 
•fcriptum,  or  inftead  of  it,  they  wrote  a  figure  fomewhat 
refembling  "thp  figure  (6)  :  and  fopietini^s  wholly  omit- 

•    •  We  cMnwwnly  call  it  Iota  (Vibferiptuin,  though  in  fo!ne  o£  the  not- 
aufcxpts  it  is  written  tfw  the  letters.  S^  p.  ^13,  of  the  Pre&ce  to  Hwiid^ 
XXpH^k  4^  CP^ice  Xfi^n^beciano  3^t 
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ted  the  iota  '^,  He  alleges  inftances  of  both  waj^s  of  writ- 
ing it.  He  himfelf  had  a  medal  with  the  infcription, 
THAPETH,  and  Vaillant,  Tom.  II.  num.  Imp.  p,  25. 
defcribes  a  medal  with  the  infcription  KAICAPI  CE- 
BACTn  KFHTEC.  On  the  other  hand,  Cuper,  in  his 
Expofitio  marmorum  antiquorum,  quotes  from  ^n  an- 
cient monument, 

A^POAITHI 

eEAi  ^ANA^A0aI'^ 

It  (eems  to  me,  that  the  Greeks,  in  conformity  to 
their  language  at  that  time,  omitted  the  iota  in  writing  ; 
and  when  they  ufed  it,  they  did  this  in  imitation  of  an- 
tiquity, or  it  was  an  Archaifm,  which  was  common  in 
jnedals  and  on  monuments '9.  ^i^e  moft  ancient*  ma- 
nufcripts,  the  Alexandrine,  for  inftance,  and  that  of  St. 
Germain,  have  not  the  lead  trace  of  an  iota  fubfcriptum^ 
Nor  has  the  Codex  Stepha'nitj,  according  to  Griefbach, 
p.  Ixvli.  of  his  Symbolic,  either  iota  fubfcriptum,  orpoft- 
fcriptum*°.  In  the  margin  of  the  Philoxenian  verfioa 
likewife  the  Greek  words  are  written  without  it : '  for  in- 
ftance Matth.  ii.  17.  v.  41.  xxii.  29.  xxvi.  23.  xxvii. 
59.  Mark  xii,  34,  &c.  Probably  therefore  the  Apoftles 
did  not  ufe  it ;  and  in  anfwering  the  queftion,  whether 
«yayx?i  in  Rom.  xiii.  5.  be  the  nominative  or  the  dative 
cafe,  recourfe  muft  be  had,  not  to  the  iota  fubfcriptum, 
or  to  the  omiffion  of  it,  but  to  the  rules  of  conftruftion. 


SECT.    VII.  '     •    ^ 

The  Spiritus  a/per  is  fufpicious'. 

^T'H]^  Spiritus  afper,  or  that  mark,  which  correfponds 
'  -■-  to  the  iJatin  H,  was  undoubtedly  in  ufe  ampng  the 
ancient  Greeks.  Their  H  was  at  firft  a  Spiritus  afper, 
and  was  taken'from  the  tiebrew  n,  and  was  retained  in 
the  fame  fiojure  H  in  Latin.  The  Greek  H  was  ufed 
in  ancient  monuments,  inftead  of  a  Spiritus  afper,  ..arid 
the  fame  letter  uarids  for  i  oo,  beca,ufe  .they  wrote  the 
Word  IJcdToy  thus,  HEKATON". 


$t%  .  MarJa  of  DifiinSlian^  and       cnAf.xttf>. 

But  it  IS  alfo  certain,  that  the  ancient  Gredans  did 
not  judge  it  neceflary  always  to  ei^refs  this  afpiratioa 
upon  their  monuments.  Thus  upon  a^  medal  of  the 
Tyrians  we  find  lEPA^^*  See  the  above  quoted  efiay  of 
IMajor,  p*  24.  And  the  Spiritus  lenis  is  not  at  all  to  be 
piet  "with  in  any  Grecian  monuments  or  medals  *K 

In  thc^e  manufcripts,  in  which  thefe  afpirations  occur^ 
they  are  thus  exprefied*^; 

Spiritus  lenis  *  or  j  or  3 
Spiritus  afper  *  or  [,  or  C 

It  is  therefore  very  doubtful,  whether  the  latter  afpi- 
ration  was  in  common  ufe  in  the  time  of  the  Apoftles  ^ 
^nd  it  becomes  much  more  doubtful,  when  we  coniGder, 
that  the  moft  ancient  verfions  fo  frequently  confound 
karcif  with  outw,  that  both  words  feem  to  have  been 
written  without  any  afpiration. 


w 


SECT.    VIII. 

Jff  tie  accents  of  the  New  Tejlameni  are^fpurtons. 

£  come  now  to  the  Accents,  the  difference  oi 
which  is  fo  often  made  to  determine  the  different 
iignification  of  Greek  words.  The  qiieftions  upon  this 
jfubjedk  are  two, 

1 .  Whether  the  anciertt  Grecians  ever  pronounced 
their  language  according  to  accent  ? 

2.  Whether  .the  accents  in  the  New  Teftanient  have 
been  added  by  the  authors  of  the  books  themfelves,  or 
by  others  ? 

As  to  the  firft  queftion,  fome  tbtally  tejeft  the  ac* 
cents,  on  the  fuppofition  that  they  would  confound  the 
quantity,^  as  it  Is  determined  by  the  rules  of  profody. 
Hence  Beza,  Scaliger,  Ger.  Jo.  Voffius,  de  arte  Gram- 
matica,  Lib.  11.  p.  1 74.  Ifa.  Voffius,  de  poematum 
Cantu  et  viribus  rhythmi,  p.  23.  and  Salmafius  ia 
Epiftola  ad  Sarravium  have  rejected  them.      Henni- 

nius 
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21JUS  has.  diflinguifhed  himfelf  oh  the  fam'c  fide  An  t, 
book  entitled,  Eaxuckt/aoc  e^iui^o^j  feu  diflertatio  para- 
doxa,  Gr^^cam  linguam  non  cfk  pronuntiandam  fecun- 
dum  accentus,  1664.  This  laft  has  been  ahfwered  by 
Jo.  Rud.  Wetftein,  in  his  Differtatio  epiftolica  de  ac* 
centibus  Grsecorum,  printed  in  his  Differtationes  de 
Jinguae  graeca  graeca  et  genuina'  pronuntiatione,  Amft. 
1 686.  He  evinces  by  fufficient  arguments,  that  the 
.  Greeks,  long  before  the  birth  of  Chrift,  regulated  their 
pronunciation  by  accents,  vfery  much  like  thofe  that 
are  now  in  ufe  *..  But  he  at  the  fame  time  admits,  that 
there  is,  in  fome  refpefts,  a  difference  betwixt  the  an- 
jcient  and  n^odern  accents ;  that  the  old  grammarians 
were  at  war  upon  the  fubjeft  of  accents,  and  neVeY  came 
'  to  a  treaty  of  peace ;  and  that  accents  were  not  u(ed, 
except  in  the  fchools  of  grammarians,  who  made  ufe  of 
them  in  feading  the  old  poets  *^. 

The  principal  objection,  that  accents  do  not  coincide 
with  the  profody  of  the  Greek  poets^  and  are  therefore 
to  be  conlidered,  is  a  modern  corruption  of  the  Greek 
language,  has  been  removed  by  the  differtation  of  Pro- 
fefTor  Gefner,  De  accentuum  genuina  pronuntiatione, 
printed  in  1755.  His  opinion  amounts  to  this,  that  the 
accents  do  not  at  all  determine  which  fyllable  is  to  be 
pronounced  longeft;  that  the  accent,  for  inftance,  of 
fiififc^froi  being  placed  on  the  firft  fyllable,  does  not  pb* 
lige  us  to  pronounce  the  word  as  a  dadtyl ;  that  as  the 
Greeks  {pake  more  mufically  than  we,  they  pronounced 
fome  fyllables  more  diftindly  than  others  j  that  they 
raifed  their  tone  and  dropped  it ;  and  that  the  elevation 
and  fall  of  the  tone  .was  deterrnined  by  the. accents *^ 
His  opinion  feems  to  me  very  probable,  and.  we  need 
only  hear  a  native  of  Hungary  Ipeak  his  own,  or  the 
German  language  diftinftly,  and  we  (hall  fiivi*  that  he 
pronounces  tli^  fyllables  ftriftly  according  to  profodical 

.  ^ quantity, 

♦  There  are  accents  in  fome  of  the  maixufcripts  which  have  been  4*^- 
covered  in  the  rums  of  Hercuhineum.  See  Hwiid  Libellu^  criucus  de 
(:odij:e  Lambeciano  34,  ojp  the  title-page« 


524  '  Marks  of  DifimSion^^  and^     ch-ap.  xiii. 

qxunti'ty,  and  yet  raifes  fotne  fyllables,  which-are  not  the 
longell  in  the  word.  I  cannot  exprefs  piyfelf  fo  clearly 
to  the  reader,  as  I  might,  if  my  paper  could  ^peak  **.  . 

As  to  the  fecond  queftion,  the  beft  advocates  for  ac- 
cents have  not  contended,  that  the  ancient^  Grecians 
made  uiie  of  them  in  common  books,  much  |efs  in  let* 
tcr5,  but  only  in  their  fdiools  'i  and'  they  are  not  at  all 
to  be  met  with  in  the  copies. of  thfe  New  Teftanient  ftill 
extant,  which  are  antecedent  to  the  eolith  century,  and 
but  feldom  in  thofe,  which  are  more  modern  ^.  t  can^not 
therefore  admit,  that  the  accents  inthe  NewTeftament 
were  written.by  the  Apbftles.  They  were  probably  firft 
added  by  EuthaJius,  iii  the  year  458*  See  Wetftein'i. 
Prolegomena,  p*  yj.      ' 


« ^^   .* .     ^ 


r    -t 


tf  T  ■  f  , 


-  ■* 


S  EC  T.     IX. 

Of  the  ancient  and  modern  chapters. 

rt^HZ  ancients  divided  the  New  Teftament  into  twp^ 
^  kinds  of  chapters,  fome  longer  and  fome  fhorter. 
See  Simon's  Hid.  crit.  duTexte  duNov.Teft.ch.i^.and 
Martianay's  Prolegomena  to  the  edition  of  the  old  Latin 
verfion  of  St.  Matthew.  The  longer  kind  of  chapters 
wepe  called  in  Greek  titXo*,  and  the.  L^itin  breves,  and 
the  table  of  the  contents  of  each  brevis,  ^^hich  was  prcr 
fixed  to  the  copies  of  the  New  Teftament,.  was  called 
breviarium.  The  (horter  chapters  were  callied  xf^a^tctflf, 
capitula,  and  the  lift  of  them  was  called  capitulatio.. 

This  method  of  dividing  is  of  very  great  antiquity, 
and  Simon,  p.  427.  refers  to  fome  of  th'e  earlieft  fathers 
of  the  church,  who  make  mention  of  it.  It  appears  to 
have  been  more  ancient  than  Jerotii,  amoi^  o^her  argu- 
ments, from  this,  that  he  expunged  a  paflf2^e  out  of  the 
New  Teftament, -whioh  .makes  an  entire  chapter ;  it-is 
that  which  I  have  printed  in  this  Introduftion  at  the 
end  of  chap.  vi.  fe£t.  9.  This  was. before  his  tinie  the 
twentieth  brevis,an4  th^ventj^fifth  capitulum^in  ti^e 
old  Latin  verfion."      ' ' 

But 
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But  there  were  formerly  many  of  thefe  divifions,  and 
none  of  them  was  received  by  the  whole  church.  St* 
Matthew^  for  inftance,  contains,,  according  to  the  old 
brevkria,  28  breves,  butaccording  to  Jerom68.  Jerom 
divides  his  Gofpel  iato  355  capitula,  others  into  74, 
others  into  88,  others  into  117,  the  Syriac  verfion  into 
76,  and  Erpenius's  edition  of  the  Arabic  into  lor. 
One  of  thefe  divifiops,  however,was  more  approved  than 
the  reft,  for  Eufebius  regulated  his  canon  of  the  four 
Gofpels  by  it,  and  Jerom  likewife  made  ufe  of  it.  Tatian 
is  faid  to  have  ti'eeu  the  author  of  it,  with  refped:  to  the 
breves,  and  Ammonius,  who  lived  at  Alexandria  in  the 
third  centur}'-,  with  refpeft  to  the  capitula ^°.  See  Rumpai 
Com.  critica  ad  libros  N'ov,  Teft.  p.  132,  According 
to  this  divifion  St.  Matthew  contains  68  breves,  and  355 
capitula;  St.  Marie  48  breves,  and  234  capitula;  St. 
Luke  ,83  breves,  and  342  capitula;  and  St.  John  18 
breves,  and  231  capitula.  All  the  Evangelifts  together 
217  breves,  and  1126  capitula^'. 

■  The  divifion  of , the  epiftles  was  later,  and  all  that  is    - 
obfervable  in  them  is,  that  the  number  of  the  chapters 
is  continued  in  one  feries  throughout  St.  Paul's  epiftles, 
becaufe  they  are  confidered  as  one  book'*. 

But  this  whole  divifion  was  laid  afide,  and  the  famous 
Cardinal  Hugo  de  S.  Caro  introduced  the  chapters  now  ^ 
iilufe".  This  eihinent  commentator  lived  in  the  twelfth  /-^ 
qentury,  and  publilhed  a  Biblia  cum  poftllla.  This  is  the 
^rft  Bible,  dividedjnto  the  ufual  chapters,  which  he  fut- 
divided  again  by  adding 4n  the  margin  the  letters  A,  B, 
C,  D,  E,  F,  for  the  convenience  of  quotations  and  re- 
ferences '*•  As  Rump^us  has  treated  fully  of  this  mat- 
ter in  his  Comm.  crit.  ad  Kbros  Nov.  Teft.  feft  35.  I 
fhall  add;  nothing  further  upon  it,  except  only  this, 
that  pur  :chapti6rs  are  only  helps  for  the  more  eafily  find- 
ing paflages  Quoted  from  the  New  Teftament,  but  that 
whoever  rcSads'tlife  Bible  by  fingle  chapters,  will  be  of- 
.  ten  16  the'  dark,!  ^nd  at  a  lofs  rortbe  meaning  of  the 
Apbftles,'  fjnce  t^e  chaptiers  often  end  abruptly  in  the 
middle  of  a  conneded  difcourfe  :  for  inftance  Eph.  v.  i. 
aixd,CoI.  iv*  i.    . 


fdatks  cf  DifiinElmj  and     cBA?.xirr» 


SECT.    X* 


Of  lie  ancient  divijion  of  the  New  Tefiamentinto  lines^f 

or  verfes. 

^T^  H  K  ancients  had  two  kinds  of  verfes^  one  of  which 
**    they  call  n;^**,  and  the  other  fnfi^ctra. 

2tixo4  were  only  lines,  which  contained  a  certain  num- 
ber of  letters,  and  therefore  often  broke  off  in  the  middle 
6f  a  word.  It  was  by  thefe  ilichi  or  lines,  that  the  (ize 
of  books  was  meafured.  Jofephus's  twenty  book^  of 
Jewifh  Antiquities  contained  60,000  of  them,  though 
in  Ittigius*s  edition  thofe  books  conHft  of  no  more  than 
40,000  broken  lines.  If  I  refiiember  right,  Rogall,  in 
his  Diffeft.  de  interpunAione  Nov.  Teft.  miftakes  thefe 
Ime^  fop  cbmmas^* 

In  order  to  underftand  this,  we  ihould  have  a  clear 
idea  of  the  ancient  manner  of  writing.  They  divided 
ib/tk  leaves  very  exaftly  by  lines,  upon  which  they  wrote ; 
each  feaf  had  the  fame  number  of  lines,'  and  each  line 
the  (ame  nnmbcr  of  letters.  We  ftill  difcover  in  fome 
iftahufcripts  the  lines  by  which  they  ^rote.  '  Six  or 
eight  of  thefe  leaves  were  joined  together,*  and  the  for- 
mer were  called  tcrnio,the  latter  quaternio.  See  Simon's 
Hift.  crit.  du  Texte  du  N.  T,  p.  420.  and  Wetftein*s 
Prolegomena,  p.  2.  It  was  eafy  by  thefe  means  to  de- 
termine with  great  accuracy  the  fize  of  books. 

Pn^osTA  were  lines  which  were  meafured  by  the  fenfe. 
Of  thefe  I  have  treated  already  in  .the  2*  fcdlion.  Si- 
jnotif  in  his  Hift.  crit.  du  Texte  du  Nov.  Teft.  dctefts 
a  ftrange  error  qif  Croius  in  his  Obfervationes  facrse  in 
Nov.  Teft.  notwithftanding  Rumpieus  tranfcribes  from 
Croius,  that  thefe  (nfjtxra  were  words.  It  is  furprizing 
that  thefe  men  could,  without  being  aftonimed  at 
what  they  wrote,  affirm,  that  St.  Matthew  contained 
2J22  words,  and  2560  verfes,    Accordbg  tq  an  an- 

cient- 


A         * 


•  SECT,  xt;  '      Blvifions  of  the  Gr.  ^efiment.  .        l^tj 

.oient  written  lift,  which  we  have  ia  Simon^  P«.4^3* 

thcfc  were  of  thefe^ti|tAaT«  ^*  in 

St.  Matthew               2600  i  Epift.  to  TiApthy '  208 

St.  Mark                    1600  2  Epift- to  Timothy  288 

St«  Luke                  .2900  Epiftle  to  Titus   -  146 

St.  John                     2000  Epiftle  to  Philemon  50 

The  AAs                   2600  I  Epiftle  of  Peter  200 

Epift.  to  the  Romans  1040  2  Epiftle  of  Peter  140- 

1  Epift.  to  the  Co-  7      ^  Epift-  of  James  2  20 

rinthian^  3  i  Epiftle  of  John         220 

2  Epift-  to  the  Co^7  .    2  Epiftle  of  John  23 
rinth^yojorratherj      '        3  Epiftle  of  John  23 

Galatians  350    -Epift.  of  Jucje  60 

Ephefians  375     Revelation  1206 

Coloflians  251  ■ 

Total  1 8,6  IX 

Though  I  have  tranfcribed  this  lift,  I  have  no  in* 
clination  to  warrant  V ;  for  the  many  round  or  evea 
numbers"  render  it  very  fufpicious. 

It  was  the  cuftom  formerly  to  place  the(e  lifts  at  the 
fend  of  the  books,  that  the  reader  might  fee  whether  ^nrf 
thing  had  been  omitted  by  the  copyifts.  And  in  this. 
refpeft  it  may. be  affirmed,  that  if  the  primitive  Chrif- 
tians  did  not  number  the  words,  they  numbered  the  . 
letters  of  tlie  New  Teftament*^. 


s«s 


S  E  C  T,    XL 

Of  the  prefent  verfes. 

nPHE  Verfes,  into  which  the  New  Teftament  is 
-^  now  divided,  are  more  modern,  and  an  imitation 
of  the  divifion  of  the  Old  Teftament  5  Robert  Stephens, 
the  grft  inventor,  introduced  them  in  his  edition  of  the 
year  1551.  He  made  this  divifion  on  a  journey  from 
Lyons  to  Paris>  and^  as  his  fon  Henry  tells  us,  in  the 
preface  to  the  Concordance  of  the  New  Teftament,  he 
made  it  inter  equitandum,  I  apprehend  this  muft  mean, 
that  when  he  was  weary  of  riding,  he  amufed  himleif 

with 


528  l^arh  of  titftiniHori^  ^d.       CilAP.  xiii. 

with  this  work  at  his  inn.  The  wild  and  indigefted  ir?- 
vention  of  tl>e  learned  printer  was  foon  introduced  into  all 
the  editions  of  the  New  Teftament ;  and  itmuft  be  coi>- 
fefled,  that,  in  quoting  and  consulting  theBible,  there 
is  great  ufe  in  the  divifion  into  verfes.  At  leaft  no  Con- 
cordance could  have  been  made,  if  the  New  Teftament 
had  not  been  fubdivided  into  fmaller  parts.  But  the  in* 
terpretation  of  this  facred  book  has  fuffered  greatly  by 
this  divifion.  For,  not  to  n:iention  that  Stephens  often 
ends  a  verfe  at  the  wrong  place,  againft  the  fenfe  of  the 
paflage,  the  divifion  itfelf  is  quite  contrary  to  the  nature 
of  the  epiftles,  which  are  connefted ;  whereas  feparate 
verfes  appear  to  the  eyes  of  the  learned,  and  to  the  minds 
of  th^  unlearned,  as  fo  many  detached  Sentences.  Hence 
arofe  the  cuftom  of  explaining  each  verfe  feparately, 
which  has  fometimes  produced  a  very  falfe  interpretation. 
Rud-  Wetftein  and  Chr.  Fr.  Sinner  have  iliewn  this  in- 
convenience, in  particular  diflertations,  De  diftindlioni- 
bus  Nov.  Teft.  and  Rumpaeus,  ifi  his  Comm.  crit.in 
/Nov.  Teft.  feft.  37.  enumerates  the  other  complainants 
on  this  head,  among  whom  we  muft  reckon  Mr.  Locke, 
in  his  eflay  for  the  underftanding  of  St.  Paul's  epiftles. 
It  is  to  be  wilhed,  that  the  verfes  had  been  formed,  not 
from  the  fenfe,  but  from  the  number  of  letters,  like-the 
ftichiof  the  ancients,  for  in  that  cafe,  they  could  not 
have  done  fuch  violence  to  the  meaning  of  the  author. 
However,  it  is  now  become  neceflary,  unlefs  we  refolve 
to  render  ufelefs  all  the  theological  works  hitherto  pub- 
liftied,  to  abide  by  Stephens's  divifion,  and  only  to  take 
care,  in  editions  of  the  New  Teftament,  not  to  break  off 
the  line  with  tiie  verfe.  The  verfes  may  be  continued 
without  interruption,  and  the  Bible  may  be  rendered 
equally  ufeful  for  references,  by  printing  the  numbers 
in  the  margin,  as  Bengel  has  done  in  liis  edition  of  the 
Greek  Teftament  ^% 


EVD    OF    VOL.    II.    PAKT    I. 


Luke  Hanfard,  Printer, 
Great  TurniUle,  Lincola's-lnti  Fields, 
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